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CHAPTER  I.  SUHHARY 


The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  initiated  an  amendment  to  the  official 
redevelopment  plan  for  the.  Embarcadero-Lower  Market  Approved  Redevelopment 
Project  E-l,  affecting  Phase  III  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  portion  of 
the  Project.    Golden  Gateway  Phase  III  includes  Assessor's  Blocks  167 9  168 
and  171,  which  are  bounded  by  Broadway  and  Front 9  Jackson  and  Drumm  Streets 
(exclusive  of  Sidney  J.  Halton  Square),  and  is  the  last  unsold  parcel  in 
the  development. 

The  amendments  would  reduce  the  anticipated  number  of  dwelling  units 
in  Golden  Gateway  Phase  III  from  1,299  to  400,  and  the  height  envelope  from 
twenty-five  stories  to  eighty- four  feet  (approximately  eight  stories).  They 
would  permit  approximately  240,000  square  feet  of  qeneral  commercial  and 
office  use  facilities,  where  no  such  space  had  previously  been  allowed. 
Haximur:  lot  coverage  would  generally  increase  from  20%  to  40%  for  the 
residential  levels  of  occupancy,  and  would  become  unlimited  for  those 
levels  ef  non-residential  use  below  the  lowest  residential  level.  Parking 
requirements  would  be  established  for  non-residential  uses,  while  beinn 
reduced  for  residential  units. 

The  amendment  would  serve  to  reduce  the  anticipated  production  or 
consumption  of  solid  wastes,  liquid  wastes,  water'  and  natural  gas  in  future 
development  on  ths  site,  and  increase  that  for  electricity:'       It  would 
reduce  building  height  envelopes,  thereby  reducing  view  blockage,  street- 
level  winds  and  shadows*  while  increasing  permitted  land  coverage,  thereby 
reducing  upper  level  open  snace.    It  would  reduce  the  number  of  dwelling 
units,  and  consequently,  the  evening  population,  while  increasing  the 
amount  of  commercial  space  and  the  daytime  population.. Parking  spaces 


would  be  reduced,  along  with  overall  automobile  traffic  generation. 

Mitigation  measures  include  policies  related  to  archaeological  or 
historical  finds,  energy  conservation  measures  and  the  review  of  future 
plans  for  development  in  Phase  III  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  pursuant 
to  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  as  well  as  other  measures. 

Alternatives  discussed  include  the  no-project  alternative,  an  increase 
in  dwelling  units  within  the  proposed  building  envelopes,  inclusion  of  a 
percentage  of  low-  or  moderate- income  housing,  an  increase  in  office  space 
within  the  proposed  building  envelopes,  decrease  in  parking  requirements 
and  provision  of  loading  spaces  and  other  alternatives. 

This  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  prepared  pursuant  to  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970,  as  amended,  and  reviews  the  effects  upon 
the  environment  of  the  proposed  redevelopment  plan  amendment.   This  also 
constitutes  the  environmental  review  for  future  development  on  the  three 
affected  blocks,  pursuant  to  Section  21090  of  the  Act. 


...  CHAPTER!  T.  >rtOJEGfrsESCR!PTlM 


The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency -has  proposed  to  amend  Section 
804  of  tha  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Embarcadero-Lower  Market  Approved  Re- 
development  Project  E~l ,  in  order  to  reduce  the  height  envelope  for  affected 
portions  of  the  Project.   The  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Project  was  ori- 
ginally adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  in  flay  1959  and 
has  previously  been  amended  in  1961,  1964  (twice),  1967  and  1963. 11  The 
proposed  amendment  would  affect  Phase  III  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  por- 
tion of  the  Project,  reducing  the  number  of  dwelling  units,  the  height 
envelope  of  buildings,  and  parking  spaces,  and  increasing  the  amount  of 
general  commerci  al  and  office  space  and  1  ot  coverage . 

The  Redevelopment  Project  is  in  the  northeast  quadrant  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  in 'the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region  (see  Exhibits 
I  and  !I).    The  Project  is  generally  bounded  by  Broadway,  The  Embarcadero, 
and  ta  !:et,  Drumm,  Sacramento,  Battery,  Jackson  and  Front  Streets  (see 
Exhibit  III).    The  Golden  Gateway  Center. port ion  is  to  the  north  of  Clay 
Street  and  has  been  developed  to  this  date  by  the  Golden  Gateway  Center, 
a  limitcirpartner^ip,  under  a  Land  Disposition  Agreement  with  the  Re- 
development Agency. 

Phe: a  III  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  portion  includes  Assessor's 
Blocks  167,  168  and  171,  bounded  by  Broadway  and  Drumm,  Jackson,  Davis, 
Pacific  end  front  Streets.    These  blocks  are  the  last  unsold  parcel  in  the 


1/   Board  oT  Supervisors  Ordinance  Ho.  552-58  (October  14,  1958),  No.  208-61 
(July  SI,  1961),  Ho.  195-64  (July  13,-1964),  f!o.  194-64  (November  23, 
1964),  llo.  123-67  (Hay  15/1967)  and  t\o\  294-68  (July  22,  1968)-    Tn<5  . 
Redevelopment  Plan  is  on  file  a.nd  available  for,  review  at  the  Department 
of  Cjty  pi.ann.iftg  and  the  Redevelopmejife Agency. 


project;  the  remainder  of  the  Project  has  been  developed  or  sold  for  development. 

•  .  •  •  •    ■  -  •  .-.  >."  ■•/*.■ 

The  amendments  would  modify  the  Residential  Area  portion  of  the  Redevelop- 
ment Plan,  reducing  the  anticipated  number  of  dwelling  units  within  the  Golden 
Gateway  Center  portion  from  2,294  to  1,654,  and  effecting  other  changes  (see  . 
.  ./Appendix  A);    With  respect  to  Phase  III,  the  amendments  would  reduce  the  antici- 
pated  number  of  dwelling  units  from  1,299  to  400  and  the  height  envelope  from 
twenty-five  stories  to  eighty-four  feet  (approximately  eight  stories)..  They  would 
permit  approximately  240,000  square  feet  of  general  commercial  and  office  use 
facilities,  where  no  such,  space 'had  previously  been  allowed.    Maximum  lot  coverage 
would  increase  from  20%  to  40%  for  the  levels  above  the  first  level  of  residential 
occupancy,  except  that  "after  for^y;  feet  of  such  levels,  the  maximum  lot  coverage 
would  revert  to  20%.    Lot  coverage  for  non-residential  uses  below  the  first  level 
,of  residential  occupancy  wouict  become  unlimited,  while  previously  only  the  first 
two  levels  of  non-residential  use  were  so  treated^    Parking  requirements  for 
dwelling  units  would  be  reduced  from  one  parking  space  for  each  dwelling  unit  to 
one  for  each  three  studios,  one  for  each  two  one-bedrggms,  and  three  for  each  foui 
larger  units.    Parking  requirements  w|ujitv be  establisn^3* for  offices,  at  one  for 
each  500  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area,  and  neighborhood  shopping  and  general 
commercial,  at  one  for  each  500  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area  in  excess  of 
75,000  square  feet.    The  Redevelopment  Plan  amendment  would  also  state  that  wherei 
neighborhood  shopping,  general  commercial  and  office  uses  are  developed  with 

1/  Although  this  represents  a  change  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  in  fact  the  pro- 
posed lot  coverage  would  be  consistent  with  that  allowed  on  a  block-by-block 
basis  under  Phases  I  and  II  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  portion.    It  was 
understood  at  the  time  of .development  of  those  earlier  phases  that  at  the  tirro 
Phase  III  was  built,-  a  variance. 'from  the  Plan  standards  would  be  .granted.  Thl 
portion  of  .theVPlam  need  for  such -yaria nee  (as* .'pen 

:;di  scuss1p;on^Septem 
Redevejopmei^ 
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residential  uses,  residential  should  be  the  primary  use  and  should  take  pre 
ceJence  over  other  permitted  uses  upon  development  unless  the  ueuevelopnient 
Agency  fih'Js  suc.-t  precedence  to  uc  ^cononically  infeasible. 

The  amendment  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  require  review  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  for. conformity  with  the  flaster  Plan  and  then  would 
require  adoption  of  an  ordinance  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  signature 
by  the  Mayor.    Tfris  is  anticipated -to  occur  during  the  final  months  of 
.1976/'    f  vr-:  V:  -  :  *  • 

As  the  Redevelonment  Plan  and  its  amendments  were  adopted  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  California  Environmental  Duality  Act,  it  has  received 
no'  previous"' environmental .  review  by.  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 1/ 
In  January  1973,  however,  the  City  Planning  Commission  certified  a  Final  . 
Environmental  Impact  Report?/  for  the  development  of  Phase  III  of  the 
Golden  Gateway  Center  portion  in  accordance  with  the  existing  Redevelop- 
ment Plan.    The. ^Commission  found  that  the  project  would  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment  and  that  the  blockage  of  existing  views  and  the 
reduction  of  the  space  between  downtown,  high-rise  buildings  and  Telegraph 

Hill  \pw-rise  residential  buildings  were  significant  adverse  environmental 

■ -.  '  '  ••••■'>.. 

effects.  ' 


1/   The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  under  Resolution  No.  142-76 
on  August  17?  1976,  certified  an  environmental  impact  report  for  the 
subject  Plan  Amendment.    Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administra- 
tive Code,  however,  provides  tha^ the  Department  of  City  Planning 
must  act  for  the  City  and  Countfcfin  such  review. 

2/    EEIO,  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Building  Permit  Applications  for 
Golden  Gateway  Center  -  Phase  III,  Residential  Complex  and  Auxiliary 
Shopping,  health  and  Recreation  Facilities,  November  14,  1972,  and 
City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  Ho.  6947,  January  4,  1973 


;  r,  i  CHAPTEr  ^0^i00fi^^^^^^  /  "  , 

A.       LAi'D  USE  AMD  ZC^IS.  '     ^     "  -  *  . 

v  /*   •  —  "        •  •  •• 

The  three  blocks  affected  bv  the  ^  proposed'  amendment  to  the  Redevelop- 
rwt  Plan  are  Assessor's  Block         bounded  by  Broadway  and  Davis,  Pacific 
and  Front  Streets,  Assessor's  Block  168,  bounded  by  Broadway  and  Drumm, 
Pacific  and  Davis  Streets,  and  Assessor's  Block  171,  bounded  by  Pacific, 
Drumm,  Jackson  and  Davis  Streets  (see  Exhibit  III,  page  7).    In  addition, 
adjoininn  portions  of  Pacific  and  Drumm  Streets,  which  under  the 
existing  redevelopment  plan  are  proposed  for  closure,  would  similarly  be 
affected. 

Block  1G7  is  leased  by  the  ^edevelonment  Agency  on  a  short-term 
basis  to  a  private  individual  for  use  as  a  public  parking  lot  with  app.  650 
spaces.    Block  168  is  fenced  but  otherwise  unimproved,  and  is  leased  on. 
a  short-term  basis  to  Golden  Gateway  Center  as  a  storage  vactf.  Block 
171  was  improved  by  the  Hdlden  Gateway;  Center  under  agreement  with  the. 
Redevelopment  Agency  with  landscaning  and  a  short-term  ouest  parking 
area  with  00  spaces  (see  Exhibits  IV  and  V).  • 

Sidney  r-.  Hal  ton  Square  is  immediately  to  the  south  and  west  of  the 
affected  blocks,  and  has  been  developed  by  rolden  Gateway  Center  as  a 
nark  with  landscaping,  pathways  and  seating  areas .    A  pedestrian  bridge 
nrovides  direct  access  from  this  park  to  the  developed  portions  of  the 
riol  den  r3atewa v  Center  oorti  on  to  the  south .  ' 

v«,  The  adjacent  developed  section  of  the  rolden  Gateway  Center  por- 
tion includes  two  22-story  apartment  buildinns  (Richard  Henry  Dana  and 
Milliam  Heath  Davis),  two  25-story  aoartment  buildings  (Buckelew  and 
nacondray)  and  58  tewnhouses,  for  a  total  of  1 ,251 dwell  inn  units  with 
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027  parking  spaces.    In  addition,; Got dan  Gateway  Center  has  constructed  a 
public  oarage  (1,325  snacks )3  the  Alcoa  Building  (24  stories  and  400,000 
square  feet  of  Office  space) %  Haritime  Plaza  and  two  low-rise  commercial 
buildings  thereon,  and  resident-oriented  commercial  and  recreation  space. 

Remaining  Redevelopment  Project  development  includes  the  Security 
Pacific  Bank  Building  (One  Embarcadero  Center,  46  stories  and  750,000 
square  feet),  the  Levi  Strauss  Building  (Two  Embarcadero  tenter,  34 
stories  and  700,000  square  feet),  an  office  buildino  under  construction 
(Three  Embarcadero  Center,  34  stories  and  700,000  square  feet)  and  a 
prooosed  future  office  buildino  (four  Embarcadero  Center,  maximum  of  GO 
stories).    The  Hyatt  Regency  Hotel  (18  stories,  040  rooms),  Embarcadero 
Center  shops,  Justin  Herman  Park  and  the  Embarcadero  Center  Station  of 
the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BAflT)  are  also  within  the  Project. 

The  Redevelopment  Project  at  its^astgrji  edge  adjoins  the  Embar- 
cadero Freeway,  The  Embarcadero,  and  the  piers  of  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront;    Its  southern  and  southwestern  boundary  is  with  the  Financial 
District  of  the  city.    To  the  west  of  the  Col  den  Hatoway  Center  portion ? 
Phase  III,  are  low-rise  commercial  buildings  with  Jacfcson  Souare,  a  s 
designated  Historic  District^  one  block  to  the  west.    To  the  northwest- 
is  Broadway,  an  entertainment-oriented  commercial  street,  and  Telegraph 
Hill,  a  low  to  medium. density  residential  area.    To  the  north  are  low 
rise  restaurant  and  office  buildings,  parking  lots  and  an  access  ramp 
to  the  Embarcadero  Freeway . 


1/   Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Ho.  221-7?,  August  9,  1972 


The  maioritv  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  nortion,  including  Phase 
III,  is  within  an  R-5-C  (Highest  Density  Multiple  Residential -Commercial 
Combininn)  district,  which  has 'been  nroposed  by  the  Hepartment  of  City 
Planning  for  zoninq  reclassification  to  a  PR  (Planned  Residential)  dis- 
trict.i^   The  existing  district  would  Permit  commercial  uses  in  or  below 
the  ground  story  of  a  building,  while  the  nroposed  district  would  be 
reoulated  by  the  special  conditions  or  restrictions  olaced  on  it  at  the 
time  of  its  development  as  a  Hedevelonment  Agency  Project.    Prooerty  in 
the  vicinity  is  within  a  P  (Public  Use)  district  where  presently  deve- 
loped as  open  space;  a  C-3-n  (Downtown  Office)  district  to  the  south  and 
west;  a  C-2  (Conmunit.v  Business)  district  to  the  west,  north  and  east; 
and  an  H-1  (Light Industrial)^1 strict  to  the  northeast  along  the  piers 
(see  Exhibit  VI). 

The  height  and  bulk  district  for  the  majority  of  Phase  III  of  the 
Col  den  Gateway  Center  portion  is  275-E,  while  a  portion  is  within  an 
84- E  district.    Permitted  heights  are  generally  lower  to  the  north  and 
higher  to  the  south  and  southwest.    The  Emharcadero  Center  portion  of 
the  Redevelopment  Project  is  within  the  least  restrictive  district, 
400-1  (see  Exhibit  VII).!/ 


1/   City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  Jo.  7499,  flay  20,  1976,  and  Memo- 
randum of  Hay  20,  1976,  from  the  Actina  Director  of  Planning  to  the 
City  Planning  Commission  concerning  Residential  Zoninq. Study,  Proposed 
Zoning  Ma^,and  District  Standards 

2/   Section  250(f)  of  the  City  Planning  Code  provides.,  however,  that  the 
requirements  of  height  and  bulk  districts  shall  not  supersede  aonroved 
redevelopment  elan  nrovisions  as  to  height  and  bulk  for  buildings  or 
structures  on  sites  for  which  a  redoveloner  had  been  formally  selected 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  orior  to  August,  1971.    Thus  the  Four  Emhar 
cadero  Center  Building  could  exceed  those  limits. 
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ZONING  MAP  HEIGHT  AND  BULK  DISTRICTS 
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B.       TOPOHPAPHY,  ftEOLQEYAND.  SEIS'IICITY 

•  ■    ■  - ,  " ',  •■  ■  •  • 

The  Redevelopment  Project  is  located  on  filled  land  which  was  once 
within  Yerba  Buena  Cove- between  f!i neon  Point,  at  the  foot  of  the  Bay 
Bridge,  and  Clark's  Points  at  Telegraph  Mil 1 .    The  land  is  flat  and  con- 
sists of  artificial  fill  (predominantly dune  sand  but  includes  si1t9  clay, 
roc!:  waste,  man?made  debris rand  organic  waste)  placed  over  compressible 
bay  muds  Jy  ,  v.       ■    :>  <n).    '  '  u'v'  "iv 

The  Project  is  v.^* thin  an  area  of;  major  potential  liquefaction  and 

"    '      •  ,        '  ■■   .  '  ■  ' 

subsidence  hazard  and  potential  tsunami  inundation ,  and  the  estimated 

,      -    •.»  /■>  .  'if.'  .  * 

intensity, of  future  ground  shaking  in  the  'event  of  a  1906 -type  earth- 


quake is  considered  violent,  wi th  lateral  displacement  of  streets  and 
ground  fissurine.^/ 

e„     clitoe  jw  aip.  quality 


The  San  Francisco  climate  is  characterized  by  cool  summers  and 
mild  winters.    Coastal  fogs  are  characteristic,  as  are  pronounced  wet  and 
dry  seasons.    The  Redevelopment  Project,  at  the  eastern  side  of  the  city, 
would  generally  experience  less  fop  and  low  cloudiness  than  other  parts 
of  the  city,  .; y. ■ 

northwesterly  arid  westerly  'finds  are  the' most  frenuent  and  stronoest 


3/   San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investi nation,  prepared  by  John  A .  Bl ume 
I  Associates,  Engineers,  Juno  1974,  "Engineering  -eolonic  flan  of  San 
Frnncisco"arid  "Areas  of  Hajor  Potential  Subsidence  Hazard". 

4/    Ibid.,  "Areas  of  Hajor  Potential  Lieuefaction  Hazard",  "Areas  of  Hajor 
Potential  Subsidence  Hazard",' , "Areas  of  Potential  Tsunami  Inundation", 
and  "Estimated  Intensity  of  Future  Ground  Shaking".;: ;  Liquefaction  is 
the  earthquakeTinduced  transformation  of  a  stable  granular  material, 
such  as  soil,i into  a  f^ujdlike  state,  similar  to  ouicksand.  Tsunamis 
are  sea  waves,  which  for  the  Bay  Area  would  most  likely  be  seismically 
induced. 


winds  at  all  seasons s  white  '.rind  freouericies  and  soeeds  are  lower  in 
sprino,  fall  and  winter.    South  winds  are  infrequent  exceot  during  winter 
storms,  '.'hen  moderate  to  strong  wind  is  often  combined  with  rain. 

Air  quality  at  the  affected  blocks  is  related  qsnerally  to  contami- 
nants  originating  from  three  sources:    local  pollutants  from  the  present 
on-site  parkinq  lots  and  storaoe  yard,  nollutants  from  adjoining  street 
traffic  and  nollutants  from  re:note  sources.    Climactic  conditions  play 
an  important  role  in  influencino  air  ouality,  as  they  determine  the  rates 
at  which  contaminants  are  diluted  and  dispersed.    Generally,  the  period 

of  best  air  quality  corresoonds  to  summer  months  with  the  higher  wind 

.....  .  • 

speeds. 

The  Redevelopment  Project  is  within  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Hain- 
tenance  Area  (A0,r!A)5/  for  photochemical  oxidants,  particulate  matter  and 
sulfur  dioxide. 

D.  THAHSPOPJATP"! 

...    _ , 

The  affected  blocks  are  seryed  by  a  network  of  oublic  streets  and 
mass  transit  services.    A  portion  of  the  Rmharcadero  Frecwa"  is  immediately 
to  the  north  and  east  of  the  Redevelopment  Project,  but  is  proposed  to  be 
removed  by  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan.  The 
Transportation  Element  designates  Broadwav,  "Hie  Embarcadero,  Washington 
Street  and  Clay  Street  as  Primary  Vehicular  Streets,  and  Clay,  Sacramento 


5/    An  AOP.A  is  defined  as  an  area  with  the  ootential  for  exceeding  any 
national  air  qualitv  standards  in  the  period  from  1075  to  1985. 


Battery  and  Sansome  Streets  as  Transit  Arterial  Streets.   A  bicycle  route 

is  designated  from  Front  to  Jackson  and .  tJjen  Qrumm  Streets. §/ 

e.     :  a;ii;ials  AND  PLA  ITS  .  r  V:^.?-. •       ••  •  .:>•: 

Block  167  has  landscape  plantings  in  tubs  in  various  locations  on 
the  periphery  of  the  block  ands  along  with  Block  lu8»has  scattered  weeds. 
Block  171  has  been  landscaped  in  portions  with  trees,  shrubs,  lawns  and 
contoured  berms.    Insects,  soil  organisms  and  birds  are  found  in  the 
three  blocks, and  small  mammals  are  notential  inhabitants. 
F.       ARCHAEOLOGICAL,  HISTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  Redevelopment  Area  is  on  filled  land,  formerly  Verba  Buena  Cove, 
and  remains  of  ships  and  niers  are  likely  as  part  of  the  artificial  fill. 
There  is  a  high  potential  for  archaeological  remains  JJ 
n.  HOISF 


The  Transportation  Hoise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Element  indicates  Front,  Davis  and  Jackson  Streets  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  affected  blocks  as  having  a  noise  level  of  65  Ldn,  Broadway  as  70  Ldn, 
and  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  as  75  Ldn.    The  background  noise  level  in  the 
area  is  indicated  as  65  Ldn.§/   The  Element  indicates  that  residential 


6/   Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  planning,  Aoril  27,  1972,  "Thro ugh fa res  Plan",  "Transportation 
Plan  foflDowntown  and  Vicinity",  and  "Bicycle  Plan". 

7/   San  Francisco  Archaelonical  Sensitivity  Hap,  nrepared  by  James  Heid,  Con- 
sulting Archaeologist,  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

8/   Transportation  loise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of 
the  Comprehensive  Plan,  Department  of  City  Planning,  September  19,  1974, 
"Throughfare  Hoise  Levels,  1074",  "Background  iloise  Levels,  1974",  and 
"Land  Use  Compatibility  Chart  for  Community  ^oise".    Ldn  is  a  noise  measure 
based  on  human  reaction  to  the  cumulative  exposure  to  noise  over  a  24-hour 
period,  taking  into  account  the  greater  annoyance  value  of  nighttime  noise. 


devel onment  in  areas  with  sound  levels  of  CO  to  70  Ldn,and  office  develop- 
ment with  55  to  75  Ldn,  should  be  undertaken  onl^  after  a  detailed  analysis 
of  the  noise  reduction  requirements  is  made  and  needed  noise  insulation 
features  included  in  the  design. 


CHAPTER  IV.     THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
A.      POPULATION  ... 

The  p emit ted  number  of  dwelling  units  would  decrease  from  approximately 
1300  to  400.    Assuming  the  San  Francisco  average  of  2.34  persons  per  dwelling 
unit\  the  potential  residential  population  would  be  reduced  from  approximately 
3040  to  940  individuals. 

The  permitted  amount  of  commercial  space  would  be  approximately  240,000 
square  feet,  while  formerly  the  only  commercial  use  permitted  was  22,700  square 
feet  of  neighborhood  commercial.    No  neighborhood  commercial  square  footage  is 
specifically  allocated  in  the  amendment,  as  it  is  included  within  the  overall 
category  of  240,000  square  feet  of  neighborhood  shopping,  general  commercial  and 
office  use  facilities.    In  order  to  be  conservative,  that  space  has  all  been 
assumed  as  office  space,  as. .off ice  space  would  generally  have  a  greater  employee 
population  than  other  commercial  space,  and  generate  more  trips  than  neighborhood 
shopping  space.    Assuming  an  office  population  of  one  person  per  200  square  feet, 
for  an  increase  of  approximately  1200  persons,  and  a  now-eliminated  neighborhood 
commercial  population  of  one  person  per  800  square  feet?  for  approximately  30 
persons,  the  commercial  population  would  be  increased  from  approximately  30  to 
1170  individuals.2 

1/  San  Francisco  1970  Census  Summary  &  Analysis?  A  Report  Based  Upon  the  1970 
Census  of  Population  &  Housing,  Department  of  City  Planning,  page  2.  This 
compares  with  a  population  of  1938  and  a  housing  unit  count  of  1701  in  the 
census  tract  (#116)  which  generally  has  the  same  boundaries  as  the  Redevel- 
opment Project,  and  thus, likely  errs  on  the  high  side. 

2/ 

—  •■Using  estimates  of  Appendix  B,,  Section  A,  these  individuals  would  have  resi- 
dences .clisfcK.ikntiict . .aS  follows:  San  Francisco,  725;  Peninsula,  199;  East  Bay, 
152;  North  Bay,  94. 
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The  decreased  residential  population  would  tend  to  be  present  primarily 
during  evenings  and  weekends,  while  the  increased  commercial  population  would  be 
present  primarily  during  weekdays'.^  -  The  -adjoining  residential  population  is  that 
of  the  existing  Golden  Gateway  Center  portion  of  the  Project,  with  1254  dwelling 
units  and  approximately  2930  residents  (at  2.34  per  unit).    Existing  commercial 
populations  are  to  the  north,  east,  and  west  of  the  affected  blocks,  and  adjoin 
and  include  the  other  portions  of  the  Project. 

The. shift  in  anticipated  population  levels  from  residential  to  commercial 
would  make  the  project,  more  similar  to  the  existing  mix  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
affected  blocks.  The  population  would,  therefore,  draw  upon  similar  resources 
and  services  as  that  of  existing  development. 

The  Northern  Waterfront  Plan,  an  adopted  portion  of  the  Master  Plan\  in- 
dicates the  three  affected  bl6cks  as  "Mixed:  Service  Commercial/Residential." 

2 

The  Residence  Element  ,  in  New  Residential  Development  Policy  2,  calls  for 
encouraging  the. conversion  of  underutilized  non-residential  land  to  residential 
use,  and  for  encouraging  new  residential  development  in  the  downtown  area. 
Housing  Opportunities  Policy  2  calls  for  encouraging  economic  integration,  and 
calls  for  encouragement  of  private  developers  to  include  a  percentage  of  units  in 
new  market  rate  housing  for  occupancy  by  low-  and  moderate-income  households. 
The  proposed  redevelopment  plan  amendment  would  reduce  the. amount  of  potential 

If  Northern  Waterfront  Plan,  Department  of  City  Planning,  June  1969, 
"Northern  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan.".  ■    ..         ,  , 

2/  Residence  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  Department  of  City  Planning, 
December  1975*  -'  -  -  .  >. 
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housing  in  the  waterfront  and  dbwntbwn  area  ,  and  has «o  incentives: for  the 
provision  of  low-  or  moderate-income  housing.1         '  f  r 

B.  SEISMIC  ''■    —        '    "' "  '  ' '  '  ;  ,. 
Development  resulting  in  increased  population  densities  in  this  area  of 

'  ■    '  :  -"'•'••G-.:  J    •  T-V  1    ■:  "•       j.    '  •  ... 

filled  land,  where  potential  seismically-induced  liquefactions  subsidence  and 
violent  ground  shaking  exist,  would  subject  an  increased  number  of  persons  to 
such  hazards.    The  amendment  to  the  redevelopment  plan  would  decrease  the 
residential  population  and  increase  the'  commercial  population, ....  for  a  total  net 
decrease  of  approximately  960  persons.''  •    '  V 

The  Community  Safety  Element  calls  for  applying  a  minimum  level  of  accept- 
able risk  to  structures  and  uses  of  land  based  upon  the  nature  of  use,  importance 
of  the  use  to  public  safety  and  welfare:,  and  density  of ^occupancy*    It  identifies 

and  presents  standards  for  three  levels  of  acceptable  risk,  of  which  Risk  Level 

2 

2  includes  both  large  apartment  buildings  and  complexes  rand  office  buildings,  .,.  , 

C.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY  ;-       ^     : .  jj      ,•, rj, ... . 

Amendment  of  the  redevelopment"' plan ,; in  establishing  standards  for  future 
development  of  the  three  affected  blocks,  couid  have  an  impact  on, air  quality 
in  terms  of  construction  operations,  building  emissions  and  vehicle  emissions, 
and  on  wind  levels  and  shadows. 

1/  The  three  affected  blocks  constitute  the  last  remaining  site  of  substantial 
size  in  the  downtown  area  south  of  Broadway  and  north  of  Market  Street  that 
could  accommodate  a  large  new  residential  development  with  associated  services . 

2/  Op.  cit.9  Life  Safety  Policy  1.    Risk  Level  2  applies  generally  to  structures 
of  medium-to-high  density  occupancy  and  structures  whose  use  following  a 
disaster  might  be  desirable  but  not  critical;  no  mech^rical  failure  should 
occur  that  could  cause  loss  of  life.  .   .<     >,..•;.  ■    >  ..... 


Construction  operations  associated  with  future  development  would  result  in 
an  increase  in  the  level  of  particulates  (sand,  dust)  in  the  atmosphere.  The 
amendment  would  reduce  the  scale  of  future  development,  and  consequently,  gen- 
eration of  particulates  would  probably  be  lessened. 

Building  emissions  from  future  development  would  shift"  from  those  associated 
predominantly  with  residential  buildings  to  those  associated  predominantly  with 
commercial  buildings,  and  would  likely  decrease  due  to  less  consumption  of  natura 
gas  (see  assumptions  in  Chapter  IV,  Section  I) .    As  there  would  be  an  overall 
reduction  in  scale  of  permitted  future  development,  such  emissions  would  likely 
decrease. 

In  analyzing  transportation  impacts  of  the  project,  the  anticipated  daily 
number  of  overall  vehicle  trips  is  expected  to  decrease,  along  with  peak  and  8- 
hour  trips  (see  Chapter  IV,  Section  D,  and  see  Appendix  B,  Transportation  and  Air 
Quality,  for  this  and  other  projections).   

Based  upon  a  reduction  in  traffic  generation,  carbon  monoxide  levels  would 
be  expected  to  decrease.    Using  a  design  year  of  1978,  and  information  as  to  San 
Francisco  carbon  monoxide  levels  and  dispersion  factors,  carbon  monoxide 
nollutant  levels  would  be  as  indicated  in  Table  1^. 


1/  Detailed  calculations  are  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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■     X            >  1... 

"  '■  '  ■ 

Present  Plan 

Amended  Plan 

Difference 

Carbon  Monoxide  Conqen  trillion 

(micrograms /cubic  meter, .  ~ 

MK/m-3) 

1-hour  8-hour 

Lrhg^r  8-hour 

1-hour  8-hour 

Air  Quality  Standard 

40,000  10,000 

Same 

Same 

Existing 

3700-  1300- 

Same 

Same 

"    -  8200  2870 

Battery/Sansome  Link 

1^460  230 

1,070  130 

-390  -100 

1/2  Km.  Radius 

296  170 

160  90 

-130  -80 

Regional  (x  10~ 7 ) 1    !    ,  (fr 

•  -         5.  4 

3  2 

-2  -2 

1(xlO-7)  -  (1/10  million) 

■  •  '*>  '■' 

The  existing  Golden  Gateway  Center  apartments  are  the  nearest  sensitive 

receptor  with  respect  to  air  pollution  generated  by  future  development.,  Tiie 

nearest  apartments  would  be  exposed  under  the  amended  plan  to  icarbpn  monoxide 

3 


concentrations  of  590  and  70  Mg/.m  9  for  one-  and  eight-hour  averaging  times, 

■••'''•3       :'      ■'■    •    v    ■  ■  .• 

respectively,  compared  to  810  and  120  Mg/m    under  the  present  plan.  - 

Future  wind  levels  and  shadows  in  the  vicinity  of  the  affected  blocks 
would  be  expected  to  decrease,  due  to  the  reduction  in  permitted  heights  of 
buildings  from  25  stories  to  approximately  8  stories. 
D.  TRANSPORTATION 


Residential  units  and  commercial  space  would  generate  transit,  automobile, 

"  1'     •.  :• 

{'■■:'■' 

walk  and  other  trips.  Appendix  B,  Transportation  and  Air  Quality,  indicates 
the  methodology  and  the  assumptions  used  in  deriving  trip  generation  and  the 
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modal  split  for  those  trips,  and  for  estimating  automobile  trip  distribution. 

Table  II,  Transportation,  indicates  the  results  of  the  analysis.  Gener- 
ally, daily  commercial  trips  would  increase  over  that  anticipated  from  the 
present  plan,  and  residential  trips  would  decrease.    Overall,  there  would  be 
fewer  trips  generated  by  development  under  the  amended  plan  than  under  the 
present  plan. 


TABLE  II 
TRANSPORTATION 

Present  Plan  Amended  Plan  Difference 

Daily  Commercial  Trips  200  3,000  2,800 

Transit  90  1,350  1,260 


Automobile  90  1,350  1,260 

Walk  20  300  280 


Daily  Automobile  Generation  5,270  2,650  -2,620 

Commercial  (at  1.3  persons/auto)  70  1,050  980 

Residential  5,200  1,600  -3,600 

Peak  Hour  (5-6  P.M.)  700  470  -230 

Automobile  Distribution 

Battery/Sansome,  north  of  Jackson 

Daily  1,750  900  -850 

Peak  Hour  220  160  ,(  -60 

Capacity /Hour  1,300  Same  N/A 

Battery/Sansome,  south  of  Jackson 

Daily  '  3,500  1,800  -1,700 

Peak  Hour  440  320  -120 

Capacity /Hour  1,440  Same  N/A 

Clay/Washington,  east  of  Battery 

Daily  2,600  1,300  -1,300 

Peak/Hour  330  230  -100 

Capacity/Hour  2,000  2,000  N/A 


Parking  .  1,300 

(Existing  on  site  740 


630 
Same 


-670 
N/A) 
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The  transit  trips  generated  would  use  primarily  the  nearby  No.  32- 
Embarcadero  and  Nc.  42-Third  Street  bus  lines,  which  run  on  The  Embarcadero 
and  Sans ome/ Battery  Streets,  respectively.    These  lines  are  above  recommended 
60-minute  peak  load  factors  by  2%  at  the  A.M.  pealt  and  by  5%  and  0%, 
respectively,  at  the  P.M.  peak,  and  have  been  proposed  for  upgrading  in  the 
future  (see  Appendix  B,  Section  A(2)) . 

The  automobile  ,trip.s  generated  would  use  primarily  Sans  ome  and  Battery 
Streets,  a  one-way.  couple  2  to  3     blocks  west  of  the  affected  blocks,  and 

4  ••*•      1    '  -     ■>.         >  * 

v  *  •  »',..■''* 

Clay  and  Washington  Streets,  which  provide  access  to  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 
Trips  would  also  occur  on  streets  such  as  Jackson,  Pacific,  Broadway,  The 

.  .        ft  *  V  " i* 

Embarcadero,  Davis,  Druram  and  Front,  as  well  as  on  such  other  one-way  couples 
as  Pine  and  Bush  Streets,  and  Kearny  and  Montgomery  Streets.    Streets  in  the 
downtown  area  are  generally  at  or  hear  their  peak  hour  capacity1,  and  automo- 
bile  traffic  from  the  affected  blocks  would  contribute  to  existing  peak  hour 
congestion.  ;\ ...       V  :>  -\ 

The  parking  on  the  affected  blocks  would  be  reduced  from  approximately 
740  to  630  or  less.    This  new  parking  would  be  for  development  Oh  the 
affected  blocks,  and  consequently,  existing  parking  patterns  in  the  area'  tfSdld 
be  altered.  The  parking  would  be  shifted  to  other  parking  areas,  either 

less  convenient  or' more, expensive,  or  would  be  translated  into  fewer  auto- 
mobile trips  and  more  ,transit  of  walk  trips. 


E.  ANIMALS  AND  PLANTS  - 

Landscaping  on  Block  171  would  be  removed  as  a  result  of  the  project,  and 
this  would  affect  both  the.  component  plants  and  any  animals  that  might  be  found 
in  that  habitat. 

F.  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND  HISTORICAL  .. 

Future  developments »  as  governed  by  the  redevelopment  plan,  would  have  the 
potential  to  disturb  sites  of  buried  ships,  piers  and  other  historical  debris. 
Excavation  and  development  could  destroy  or  permanently  obscure  any  such  sites. 

Q-      N0ISE-  .... 

Noise  would  be  increased  in  the  vicinity  of  potential  future  development  of 

the  affected  blocks,  due  to  increases  in  traffic  levels*1". 

The  existing  and  potential  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  blocks  would 

affect  the  future  human  occupancy  of  those  blocks,  as  permitted  by  the  redevelop 

2 

ment  plan.    Physiological  and  psychological  effects  might  be  anticipated    if  no 

sound  insulation  were  provided  in  future  development ?  as  called  for  by  the 

3 

Transportation  Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element*'. 

Construction  of  development  permitted  by  the  redevelopment  plan  amendment 

1/  A  doubling  of  traffic  volumes  would  raise  the  noise  levels  by  3  dBA  (decibels 
or  units  of  loudness  on  a  scale  giving  a  basic  and  direct  measurement  of  the 
loudness  of  a  sound),  which  in  most  cases  the  human  ear  cannot  distinguish. 
Issue  Paper  11,  Part  III.  Noise,  by  Peter  Hathaway,  California  Transportation 
Plan  Task  Force  Member,  July  1976,  pp.  3-12. 

>.  . 

21  Ibid.,  pp.  21-28. 

3/  Op.  cit.,  "Land  Use  Compatibility  Chart  for  Community  Noise." 
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would  produce  temporary  increases  in  noise  levels.  These  would  be  expected  to 
be  lower  than  for  the  existing  plan,  due  to  a  reduction  or  elimination  of  pile 
driving1.      ^   :  :\  ;  *  • 

H.      WATER. CONSUMPTION  AND  LIQUID  AND  SOLID  WASTES  GENERATION 

Residential  units  and  commercial  space  would  consume  water  and  generate 

liquid  and  solid  wastes  (commercial  space  has  been  evaluated  as  office  space). 

Using  data  on  typical  water  consumption  and  waste  generation  patterns,  it  is 

possible  to  arrive  at-  an  estimate  of  these  figures  for  future  development  as 

permitted  under  the  redevelopment  plan  amendment. 

In  determining  the  water  consumption  and  liquid  waste  generation,  the 

following  assumptions  have  been  made. 

(1)  Residents  would  consume  140  gallons  of  water  per  person  per  day  . 

(2)  Employees  of  office  iacilities  would  consume  15  gallons  of  water 

.....  ^ 
per  person  per  day  .   /  '  : ' 

(3)  Watier  consumption  and  liquid  waste  generation  figures  would  be 
equivalent. 


1/  Peak  noise  levels  during  operation  of  a  diesel  pile  driver  is  approximately 
97  dBA  at  50  feet.    Noise  from  Construction  Equipment  and  Operations, 
NTID  300.1,  December  1971. 

• 

2/  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Annual  Report  for  Fiscal  Year  1974-75,  page 
10.    Per  capita  usage  is  determined  by  dividing  total  water  usage 
(residential,  commercial  and  industrial)  by  number  of  San  Francisco 
residents,  and  should  be  considered  as  high. 

3/  Metcalf  &  Eddy,  Inc.,  Wastewater  Engineering:  Collection,  Treatment, 
Disposal  (New  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  1972),  p.  30. 

—   ■   ...        '•'  '    '  ■'■ •'  •  ,  • ,'  .  :  -! 
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In  determining  the  solid  waste  generation,  the  following  assumptions  have 
been  made: 

(1)  Residents  would  generate  2.5  lbs.  per  person  per  day. 

■■>.:•  ,     -  1 

(2)  Office  facilities  would  generate  1  lb.  per  100  square  feet  per  day  . 

On  the  basis  of  these  assumptions,  the  residential,  commercial  and  total 
water  consumption  and  liquid  and  solid  waste  generation  would  be  as  indicated 
in  Table  III  . 

TABLE  III 

WATER  CONSUMPTION  AND  LIQUID  AND  SOLID  WASTE  GENERATION 


P-resent  Plan 

Amended  Plan 

Difference 

%  Difference 

Water 

(gpd1) 

(gpd) 

(gpd) 

Residential 

425,600 

131,600 

-294,000 

Commercial 

500 

17,600 

17,100 

Total 

426,100 

149,200 

-276,900 

-65% 

Liquid  Waste 

(gpd) 

(gpd) 

(gpd) 

Residential 

425,600 

131,600 

-294,000 

Commercial 

500 

17,600 

17,100 

Total 

426,100 

149,200 

-276,900 

-65% 

Solid  Waste 

(lbs. /day) 

(lbs. /day) 

(lbs. /day) 

Residential 

7,600 

2,400 

-5,200 

Commercial 

200 

2,40.0 

2,200 

Total 

7,800 

4,800 

-3,000 

-40% 

gpd  =  gallons 

per  day 

Water  consumption  would  be  approximately  0.07%  of  the  225  million  gallons 


per  day  (mgd)  delivered  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  on  an  average  day. 

1/  Solid  Waste  Generation  Factors  in  California,  Technical  Information  Series, 
Bulletin  No.  2,  California  Solid  Waste  Management  Board,  July,  1974. 

2/  Detailed  calculations  are  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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Liquid  waste  would  be  treated  at  the  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant 8  and  would  represent  0.23%  of  the  65  mgd  capacity  of  that  facility.  During 
most  rainy  periods,  the  design  capacity  of  the  Plant  is  exceeded,  resulting  in 
untreated  wastewater  being  discharged  at  overflow  structures.    The  San  Francisco 
Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  has  cited  the  North  Point  Plant  because 
it  does  not  comply  with  required'  water  quality  standards,  and  presently  pro- 
hibits  any  new  discharges  to  the  sewer  system  tributary  to  that  Plant  . 

Implementation  of  the  City's  Wastewater  Management  Master  Plan  (see  Chapter  V, 

■  ,  •     •       ■         •       ■     ■  k  .■ 
Section  G),  which  calls  for  eventual  phasing  out  of  this  facility,  will  ultimate- 
ly lead  to  substantial  compliance  with  those  requirements. 

Solid  waste  generation  would  represent  approximately  0 . 12%  of  the  2000  tons 
produced  daily  by  the  City  as  a  whole.    All  solid  waste  generated  would  be  dis- 
posed of  at  the  landfill  site  iii  Mountain  View,  Santa  Clara  County,  which,  if 
the  site  is  expanded,  is  expected  to  be  operative  for  7  years  (1976-1983)  . 
I .      ENERGY  CONSUMPTION  ; 

Residential  units  and  commercial  space  would  consume  electricity  and  natural 
gas  (commercial  space  has  been  evaluated  as  office  space).,    Using  data  on 
typical  energy  consumption  patterns,  it  is  possible  to  arrive  at  an  estimate  of 
the  energy  requirements  of  future  development  permitted  under  the  redevelopment 
plan  amendment.  .  ,  -   ...  v 

1/  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Cease  and  Desist 
Order  Nos.  67-2,  73-55,  73-54,  74-159,  and  76-58  (Order  Nos.  76-67,  76-81 
and  76-92  also  apply). 

2/  Conversation  with  Richard  Haughey,  Department  of  Engineering,  City  of 
Mountain  View,  August  4,  1976. 
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Peak  yearly  demand  for  both  residential  and  commercial  natural  gas  con- 
sumption would  be  highest, in  cold  weather,  due 'to  space  heating,  which  for  San 
Francisco  would  be  December  through  February.  ■ 

As  new  building  standards  and  manuals  designed  to  effect  energy  conserva- 
tion have  recently  been  prepared  (see  Chapter  V,  Section  H) ,  these  estimates 
should  be  considered  as  conservative. 

Energy  would  also  be  consumed  in  the  construction  phase  of  any  future 
development.    Additionally s  increases  in  number  and  length  of  commuter  trips 
due  to  development  permitted  by  the  plan  amendment  would  result  in  increased 
fuel  consumption. 
J.      FIRE  AND  POLICE  SERVICES 

The  plan  amendment  would  substitute  medium-rise  construction  for  high-rise 
construction,  and  would  shift  from  residential  to  commercial  with  some  resi- 
dential.   The  nearest  fire  station  is  Engine  Company  No.  13,  at  the  southeast 
corner  of  Washington  and  Sansome  Streets,  approximately  five  blocks  from  the 
affected  blocks. 

Analysis  of  specific  fire  protection  needs  and  capabilities  would  have  to 
await  plans  for  development  on  the  affected  blocks.  However,  the  water  supply 
and  Fire  Department  staffing  in  the  vicinity  of  the  affected  blocks  generally 
would  be  adequate  to  handle  permitted  development  on  the  site\ 

The  plan  amendment  would  decrease  anticipated  overall  population  levels 
in  the  affected  blocks,  while  increasing  the  population  during  the  day.  The 
nearest  police  station  is  Central  Station,  at  766  Vallejo  Street,  approximately 


1/  Telephone  conversation  with  Chief  Robert  E.  Rose,  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department,  September  16,  1976. 
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eight  blocks  from  the  affected  blocks;  Central  Station  generally  has  the 
highest  percentage  of  City  police  officers  assigned  to  it. 

Police  incidents  may  be  expected  to  Vary  proportional  to  the  population; 
as  the  anticipated  population  would  decrease  due  to  the  plan  amendment,  the 
anticipated  number  of  police  incidents  and9  consequently,  the  need  for  police 
services,  would  be  expected  to  decrease.* 
K.  VIEWS 

The  reduction  in  permitted  heights  of  buildings  from  25  stories  to  approxi- 
mately  8  stories  would  result  in  less  view  blockage  for  residents  on  Telegraph 
and  Nob  Hills  and  in  existing  buildings  in  the  Project;    The  height  change  would 
also  provide  a  transition  between  the  high-rise  buildings  of  downtown  and  the 
low-rise  buildings  of  the  Northern  Waterfront  and  Telegraph  Hill. 
L.      NEIGHBORHOOD  CONCERNS 

Two  citizen  organizations  commented  on  the  final  environmental  impact 

report  certified  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  January  1973,  for  a 

2 

development  permitted  under  the  existing  redevelopment  plan. 

The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  expressed  concern  over  views  from  the  Bay  and 
Russian,  Nob  and  Telegraph  Hills,  over  shadows  affecting  Walton  Square,  and 
over  the  best  possible  use  of  the  land. 

The  San  Francisco  Ecology  Center  expressed  concerns  over  seismic  safety, 

1/  Telephone  conversation  with  Officer  Robert  Bernardini,  San  Francisco 
Police  Department,  September  23,  1976. 

21  Statements  of  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  (December  15,  1972)  and  San  Francisco 
Ecology  Center  (January  4,  1973)  before  the  City  Planning  Commission,  on 
file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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impact  of  automobiles,  shadows  affecting  Walton  Square,  loss  of  existing  open 
space,  population  density,  fire  hazards,  and  lack  of  consideration  of  alternate 
uses  such  as  a  community  service  center  and  recreation  and  adult  education 
facilities. 

The  amendment  to  the  redevelopment  plan  would  help  satisfy  those  concerns 
relative  to  views,  shadows  and  population  density.     It,  may  or  may  not  address 
the  judgmental  concerns  expressed  as  to  best  possible  use  of  the  land,  seismic 
safety,  impact  of  automobiles,  and  fire  hazards.    It  would  not  satisfy  the 
concerns  as  to  loss  of  existing  open  space  and  provision  of  alternatives  such 
as  a  community  service  center  and  recreation  and  adult  education  facilities. 

•     •  .     h  ,  .  •  ' 

..  ..  v 

;   .  .      ■  ■     ...  ■  '73  ••.  .  • 
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CHAPTER  V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  IMPACT 
A.      POPULATION  ;-:A:!'L  \ 

The  redevelopment  plan  contains  a  non-discrimination  policy,  but  does  not 
provide  any  incentives  for  provision  of  low-  or  moderate-income  housing.  In 
order  to  partially  mitigate  this,  affirmative  action  rental  and  personnel  pro- 
grams could  be  required  of  the  developer  and  future  commercial  tenants.  Such 
a  requirement  has  not  presently  been  proposed  by  the  ftede'vdldpnient  Agency. 
6.  '  SEISMIC  •  - 

Development  Of  the  affected  blocks  pursuant  to  the  amended  redevelopment 
plan  would  be  subject  to  subsequent  environmental  review.    A  soils  report  and 

foundation  recommendations  prepared  pursuant  to  this  review  arid  to  other  City 

........ 

requirements  would  be  reviewed  by  licensed  engineers  in  the  Department  of  Public 
Works.    Development  of  the  affected  blocks  would  have  to  meet  seismic  standards 
of  the  City  Building  Code .  '"'  "'r  r      '  " 

C.  ^IR  QUALITY  ^  '  '  "  •  * 
San  Francisco  construction  regulations  regarding  control  of  dust' genera- 
tion^ during  the  construction  |3hase  of  future  development  would  be  observed. 

D.  TRANSPORTATION      •■ :;  — -  -  !;r;i 

Mitigation  of  transportation  impacts  cbuld  include  such  measures  as  ' 
staggered" Work  hours  and  transit  and  car-pooling  incentives.    These  would  have 
to  be  worked  out  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and 'the  project  sponsor  with  respect 

to  specific  development  proposals.  *      ;-  1  '  : 

;■  .!' 

T/   San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Standard  Specifications!, 
Section  108.17,  April  19  1971. 
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E.  ANIMALS  AND  PLANTS 

Design  review  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  as  per  Section  807  of  the 
redevelopment  pi  an  ,  v/ould  include  ".review  of  landscaping  plans  for  development* 
New  landscaping  would  likely  exceed  that  presently  on  the  site,  although  it  would 
not  be  as  concentrated  in  any  one  location  as  at  present.  . 

F.  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND  HISTORICAL 

 ;  ~  

In  the  course  of  Redevelopment  Agency  review  for  future  development  on  the 
affected  blocks,  a  requirement  would  be  established  that  should  anything  of 
potential  archaeological  or  historical  impact  be  found  on  the  site,  the  contrac- 
tor would  be  bound  legally  by  its  contract  to  stop  construction,  to  permit 
professional  evaluation  of  the  find. 

G.  NOISE 

Construction-generated  noise  in  future  development  would  be  limited  by  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  as  would  that  of  motor  vehicles. 

California  noise  insulation  standards,  which  were  incorporated  into  Title 
25,  Chapter  I,  of  the  California  Administrative  Code,  August  22,  1974,  apply  to 
new  apartment  houses  and  dwellings  other  than  detached,  one-family  dwellings. 
These  standards  provide  that  exterior  noise. shall  not  result  in  interior  noise 
levels  that  exceed  an  annual  Community  Noise  Level  (CNEL)  of  45  decibels  with 
all  doors  and  windows  closed.    CNEL  values  are  usually  substantially  the  same 
as  Ldn  values  (see  page  18). 

H.  SEWAGE  GENERATION 

The  present  wet  weather  sewage  overflow  problem  would  be  alleviated  by 
implementation  of  the  Wastewater  Management  Master  Plan.    Improvements  to  re-  ' 
ceiving  water  quality  are  expected  in  1980,  and  will .continue  for  a  score  or 
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more  years  thereafter.^ 

I.       ENERGY  CONSUMPTION  1 

Future  development  on  the  affected  blocks  would  be  designed  to  utilize 
energy  conservation  measures  such  as  the  standards  Of  the  State  Energy  Resources 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission   and  other  similar  standards  . 
J.       VI EMS  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 

Design  review  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  as  per  Section  807  of  the 
existing  redevelopment  plan,  would  mitigate  the  visual  impact  of  the  development 
permitted  by  this  amendment. 


V  For  further  information  see  the  EIR/S  for  the  San  Francisco  Wastewater 

Management  Master  Plan,  Department  of  City  Planning,  May  1974,  and  EIR  for  the 
North  Shore  Outfalls  Consolidation,  Department  of  City  Planning,  December  1975. 

ZJ  California  Administrative  Code:    Title  24,  Building  Standards  for  New 
Non-residential  Buildings5  and  Title  25,  Energy  Insulation  Standards  for 
New  Residential  Buildings. 

3/  Recommendations  prepared  by  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  and  the 
American  Society  of  Heating,  Refrigeration  and  Air  Conditioning  Engineers 
(ASHRAE)  Energy  Design  Manual  for  Residential  Buildings  prepared  by  the 
State  Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development,  April  1976. 


.-■ 

CHAPTER  VI.    ANY  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT 
BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

The  potential  for  residential  housing  in  the  downtown  area  would,  be 
reduced,  with  a  resultant  potential  increase  in  commute  trips,  based  upon  the 
plan  amendment.    Residents  (and  employees  wou Id  be  located  in  an  area  of  seismic 
hazard,  although  at  a. .lower  density  than  previously  permitted.,.  Air  quality  would 
be  affected  through  increased  levels  of  carbon  monoxide*,  generated due, to  anti- 
cipated traffic  increases  based  upon  the  amended  pedevelopment  plan.    The  plan 
.  ,  amendment  would  permit  .increased  levels  of  electrical  cpnsumpttion  over  what 
previously  had  been  anticipated.  ,.  ... 


-  .  •  ••       •  -  -  ■  .  ■    .<        ,  f.,  .      :  • 


*  / 
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CHAPTER  VII.    ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

A.  THE  NQ-PROJECT  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  would  retain  Section  804  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  in  its 
present  form.    This  would  have  the  effect  of  permitting  25-story  buildings,  more 
than  tripling  the  number  of  housing  units,  eliminating  the  office  space,  increas- 
ing the  parking  spaces,  and  decreasing  the  permitted  lot  coverage. 

The  City  Planning  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  a  development  pursuant  to  the  existing  redevelop- 
ment plan\  determined  that  said  development  would  have  a  significant  effect  on 
the  environment,  and  that  the  blockage  of  views  and  lack  of  transition  between 
downtown  high-rise  buildings  and  Telegraph  Hill  low-rise  buildings  that  would 
result  from  the  project  were  significant  adverse  environmental  effects. 

> 

Development  of  a  substantial  number  of  housing  units  in  this  area,  however, 
would  have  provided  (1)  increased  night-time  and  weekend  activity  along  the 
waterfront  and  within  the  downtown  area,  contributing  to  the  vitality  of  the 
area,  and  (2)  increased  support  of  neighborhood  services,  as  additional  residents 
would  help  to  support  additional  commercial  services  for  existing  residents. 

B.  RESIDENTIAL  INCREASE  AND -COMMERCIAL  DECREASE 

An  increase  in  the  number  of  residential  units,  and  a  decrease  in  the 
amount  of  office  facility  square  footage,  within  the  proposed  building  envelope, 
would  be  consistent  with  objectives  of  the  City  as  expressed  in  the  Residence 
Element   and  the  present  Redevelopment  Plan.    It  would  reduce  air  quality  and 

T7  Op.  cit. 
2/  Op.  cit. 
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transportation  impacts,  and  electrical  consumption,  and  would  increase  the 
population  at  any  one  time,  natural  gas  and  water  consumption,  and  sewage 
generation.    It  would  provide  some  of  the  indirect  housing  benefits  as  in- 
dicated in  the  preceding  section.  •; r7! 

-  -r  ■  fttejyi  hfuKv  «Vf Wis '  -  ~ 

On  review  of  the  economics  of  a  current  building  proposal  for  one 

l  2 
block  ,  higher  density  at  this  time  is  not. considered  practical  .  However, 

in  the  event  that  economics  change,  the  developer  could  pursue  higher 
density  residential  development,  at; the  expense  of  commercial  development, 
to  the  extent  that  it  is  economically  feasible  to.  do  so...  Such  a  shift  back 
from  commercial  to  residential  use  would  be  required  by  the  redevelopment 
plan  amendment,  to  the  extent  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  redev- 
eloper  find  it  to  be  economically  feasible  (Section  804(a)).    Inclusion  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  this  decision,  with  the  assistance  of  a 
jointly-selected  independent  economic  consultant,  would  further  agency 
public  review  in  the  determination  of  feasibility  of  increased  housing. 
Staging  of  development  in  phases  would  facilitate  this  analysis,  by  allow- 
ing opportunity  for  analyzin-g  any  changes  in  the  economic  situation. 
C.         LOW-  AND  MODERATE- INCOME  HOUSING       ^  •-,  :  , 

The  redevelopment  plan  amendment  could  include  provision  for  the  - 
inclusion  of  a  percentage  of  low-  or  moderate-income  housing..    This  would 
be  consistent  with  objectives  of  the  City,  as  expressed  in  the  Residence 


1/  Block  171,  with  134  parking  stalls,  one  level  of  office/retail  space, 
and  two  levels  of  residential  space  (42  units). 

2/  Letter  of  Rai  Y.  Okamoto,  Director  of  Planning,  to  Arthur  P.  Evans,  • 
Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  July  29,  1976. 
Additionally,  see  Appendix  E,  letters  concerning  Economic  Feasibility 
of  Increased  Housing  and  Low-  or  Moderate-Income  Housing,  containing 
correspondence  from  David  W.  Towner,  General  Manager,  Golden  Gateway 
Center,  Inc.,  to  George  A.  Williams,  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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Element   and  the  Subdivision  Code  .    This  would  be  expected  to  reduce  those 
impacts  of  potential  development  that  may  be  related  to  income  levels  of 
residents,  such  as  water  and  energy  consumption  and  traffic  generation.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  believes  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require  that  Golden 
Gateway  Center,  Inc.  devote  an  additional  portion  (in  addition  to  public 
open  space  already  provided)  of  the  development  to  a  non-  or  low-revenue 
producing  use  such  as  low-  or  moderate-incoming  housing, 

D.  OFFICE  INCREASE  AND  RESIDENTIAL  DECREASE 

An  increase  in  the  amount  of  office  space  and  decrease  in  residential 
units  would  be  contrary  to  objectives  of  the  City  as  expressed  in  the  Resi- 
dence  Element  .    It  would  increase  air  quality  and  transportation  impacts, 
electrical  consumption,  and  the  population  at  any  one  time,  and  would  de- 
crease natural  gas  and  water  consumption  and  sewage  generation. - 

E.  PARKING  DECREASE  AND  PROVISION  OF  LOADING  SPACES 

Parking  requirements  could  be  reduced  to:  conform  with  provisions  of 
the  adjacent  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  district,  in  which  no  parking  is  re- 
quired for  non-residential  uses,  and  only  7%  of  the  gross  floor  area  of  a 
commercial  building  may  be  used  for  accessory  parking.    Compact  car  spaces, 
along  with  bicycle  and  motorcycle  parking,  could  oe  encouraged.    This  would 
have  the  effect  of  decreasing  the  number  of  automobiles  to  be  stored  on 


- 


1/  Op.  cit.  -in 

2/  Section  1341  of  the  Subdivision  Code  states  that  in  projects  with  50  or 
more  units,  ttie  subdivider  shall  make  available  10%  of  the  units  for  low 
and  moderate  income  occupancy,  if  governmental  subsidies  are  available. 

3/  See  Appendix  C,  Letters  Concerning  Economic  Feasibility  of  Increased 
Housing  and  Low-  and  Moderate-Income  Housing,  containing  correspondence 
involving  Arthitr  -F*  Evans,  Executive;  Director  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  and  Rai  Y.  Okanoto,  Director  of  Planning. 

4/  Op.  cit. 
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site,  thereby  reducing  the  number  of  site-generated   automobile  trips  or 
shifting  parking  demand  to  other  locations.    Air  quality  would  be  improved 
by  any  reduction  in  the  number  of  automobiles  utilized  by  employeeson  the 
affected  blocks. 

Provision  of  off-street  loading  space  requirements  would  conform  to 
requirements  in  adjacent  districts,  and  would  be  expected  to  reduce  con- 
gestion on  streets  that  might  otherwise  be  used  for  loading.    An  aesthetic 
effect  would  be  involved  as  well,  in  keeping  any  trucks  off  adjoining 
streets  to  the  extent  possible. 
F.        OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  - 

Specific  design  requirements  could  be  included  in  the  pi  an. amendment, 
such  as  a  requirement  that  ground  floor  uses  on  the  frontages  facing  the 
park  be  service  retail  uses  and  that  there  be  no  parking  access  from  these 
frontages^.    Such  a  requirement  could  also  be  presented  to  the  developer 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  in  its  design  review  process  (see  Chapter  V, 
Section  J). 

Other  design  requirements  might  cover  items  such  as  rear  yards  and 
usable  open  space  for  residential  units,  retention  of  pedestrian  access 
along  Pacific  Avenue  between  Front  and  Drumm  Streets,  and  provision  of 
pedestrian  access  between  Drumm  Street  and  The  Embarcadero  (and  thence  to 
the  Waterfront)  east  of  Block  171.    Advertising  and  business  signs  might 
also  be  regulated  by  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  insure  an  appropriate  char- 
acter  for  the  development.    While  these  areas  might  also  be  regulated  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  in  its  design  review  process,  inclusion  in  the 

]_/  As  suggested  by  Director  of  Planning  in  letter  of  July  29,  1976. 
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Pl an  would  be  appropriate  for  the  site's  proposed  f*fc  (Planned  Residential) 
district  in  which  the  Plan  would  provide  all  formal  regulation  (see 
Chapter  lit;  Section  A) ,  and-  would  provide  desirable  amenities. 

:  Retention  of  the  site  in  its  present  state  would  eliminate  the  im- 
pacts discussed  herein,  and  would  retain  the  present  public  parking,  "don-, 
struction/storage  yard  and  temporary  parking.  It  would  also  preserve  the 
openness  of  the  site,' writh  no  view  blockage  at  any  levelv 

:  Development  of  a  park  on  the  affected  blocks  would  expand  upon  the 
amenities  provided  by  Walton  Square  and  Justin  Hermann  Park,  both  within 
the  Project.    The  area  is  not  designated  a  high-need  neighborhood  in  the 
Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element* ,  however,  and  existing  parks  in  the 
vicinity  are  considered  adequate  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

Development  of  a  community  service  center  or  recreation  and  adult 
education  facilities  Had  earlier  been  suggested  (see  Chapter  IV,  Section  L). 
Chinatown  and  the  North  of  Market  area,  which  are  adjacent  neighborhoods, 
have  been  identified  as  Priority  "A"  neighborhoods  in  terms  of  existing 
needs  for  neighborhood  centers  .    The  Community  Development  Program  of  the 
City  has  already  reserved  approximately  $1.5  million  for  additional  neigh- 
borhood  centers  ,  and  studies  are  currently  underway  concerning  such  centers 
within  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  'The  Department  does  not  consider 
the  location  of  the  affected  blocks  to  be  appropriate  for  such  a  center, 
in  terms  of  distance  from  the  priority  neighborhoods. 


T7  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  Department 
of  City  Planning,  May  1973,  Neighborhood  Policy  3. 

2/  Inventory  of  Existing  Needs  for  Neighborhood  Centers  in  San  Francisco, 
Urban  Management  Consultants  of  San  Francisco,  Inc.,  and  Dukes-Dukes  and 
Associates,  prepared  for  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  November  1975, 
"Recommendations  for  Priority  Neighborhoods". 

3/  1977  Community  Development  Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan,  Preliminary 
Proposal,  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development,  July  1976,  p.  6. 


CHAPTER  VIII.    THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES 
OF  MAN'S  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND 
ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

Cumulative  and  long-term  effects  of  the  plan  amendment  which  adversely 
affect  the  environment  include  anticipated  increase  in  automobile  trips  due  to 
development  permitted  on  the  affected  blocks,  with  resultant  traffic  congestion, 
fuel  consumption  and  air  quality  impacts,  and  the  increase  in  electrical  con- 
sumption anticipated  in  development  permitted  on  the  affected  blocks.  These 
effects  are  typical  of  that  of  other  new  development  occurring  in  the  vicinity. 

The  provision  of  office  and  general  commercial  space  in  the  affected 
blocks,  at  the  expense  of  previously-proposed  residential  units,  reduces  the 
number  of  dwelling  units  that  can  be  located  in  close  proximity  to  the  downtown 
area,  as  such  potential  sites  are  limited  (see  Chapter  IV,  Section  A). 

Amendment  of  the  redevelopment  plan  should  be  undertaken  now  in  order  to 
determine  what  future  development  should  be  permitted  on  the  affected  blocks. 
Development  permitted  under  the  existing  plan  has  been  evaluated  as  undesirable 
(see  Chapter  IV,  Section  L),  and  the  sooner  the  question  of  desirable  future 
development  has  been  resolved,  the  sooner  this  centrally  located  public  property 
can  be  developed  in  a  manner  consistent  with  City  goals  and  objectives.  Addi- 
tionally, an  option  has  been  reserved  in  the  plan  amendment  for  giving  residential 
precedence  over  other  permitted  uses,  depending  upon  economics  (Section  804(a)). 


.       CHAPTER  IX.    ANY  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES 
*    <         WHICH  WOULD  BE  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED 
ACTION  SHOULD  IT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 

The  redevelopment  plan  amendment  would  not  necessarily  have  any  irrevers- 
ible effects,  as  the  redevelopment  plan  could  be  amended  again  prior  to  future 
development.    However,  inasmuch  as  development  of  the  affected  blocks  may.  be 
committed  before  any  future  amendments  ensue,  the  change  in  what  development 
would  be  permitted  should  be  evaluated  as  irreversible., 

Non-renewable  resources  involved  include  the  public  land,  presently  under 
developed  and  in  a  centralized  location,  and  the  energy  and  materials  used  in 
the  construction  pf  any  future  development  that  would  be  permitted  on  that  land 
This  does  not  represent  any  change  in  what  the  present  redevelopment  plan  would 
involve,  and  with  respect  to  construction  energy  and  materials,  there  would 
likely  be  less  use  of  resources  due  to  the  scaled-down  development  permitted. 
The  plan  amendment  similarly  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  consumption  of  non 
renewable,  resources  during  the  operation  phase  of  future  development,  compared 

to  that  anticipated  from  the  present  redevelopment  plan. 

- ''.  :'r    •  .■  •  ■■  ■  -■ 

;   ■•         v.  :         .  ■    ■      \  :  .  •  -  •      ,-f.   .  -    •'    .       .       :-.     •■  .  ., 

**  ■  •     •    '        '''       ''  '  •         .     ••  •:  " 
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CHAPTER  X.    THE  GROWTH- INDUCING  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
The  plan  amendment  would  shift  development  on  the  affected  blocks  from 
residential  to  residential/commercial.    In  so  doing,  it  would  provide  less 
inducement  to  population  growth,  and  greater  inducement  to  an  increased  number 
of  commuters,  than  the  present  plan  amendment.    In  retaining  some  residential, 
however,  it  would  retain  some  inducement  to  population  growth. 

The  commercial  intensification  that  the  plan  amendment  represents  is 
similar  in  orientation  to  that  of  other  existing  and  new  development  in  the 
downtown  area  (an  exception  to  this  is  the  existing  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  Golden 
Gateway  Center  portions  of  the  Project,  which  are  primarily  residential).  This 
increase  in  commercial  use  would  impact  similar  public  services  and  other 
aspects  of  the  environment  as  other  nearby  development,  increasing  such  concen- 
tration in  that  part  of  the  City.    The  tenants  of  office  facilities  are 
expected  to  represent  the  growth  of  existing  San  Francisco  businesses  and  the 
establishment  of  new  San  Francisco  business,  and  would  provide  a  demand  for 
increased  housing  in  the  region. 

Although  part  of  a  more  extensive  redevelopment  plan,  the  amendment 
directly  affects  only  Blocks  167,  168  and  171.    The  plan  amendment  is  unlikely 
to  have  any  effect  on  final  development  of  a  building  at  the  Four  Embarcadero 
Center  site  (see  Chapter  III,  Section  A),  which,  if  it  occurs,  would  be  by  a 
different  developer1. 


V  Embarcadero  Center 
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CHAPTER  XI.  -EjlR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS; 

ORGANIZATIONS  AMD  PERSONS  CONSULTED 

EIR  AUTHORS 

Department  of  City  Planning 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  ' 
100  Larkin  Street    *  ; 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  558-3055 

Environmental  Review  Officer:    Selina  Bendix,  Ph.D. 
EIR  Coordinator:    Alec  S.  Bash 

Typing  and  Report  Production:    Margaret  Saner  '• 
Graphics:    Frances  Lawsing  '  '* ' 

ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED  - 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  -  Project  Sponsor 

William  Mason,  Acting  Director  of  Planning  and  Programming 

Julia  Smith,  Assistant  Director,  Planning  and  Programming  Division 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

(415)  771-8800 

Golden  Gateway  Center,  Inc.  -  Developer  of  Golden  Gateway 

Phase  I  and  II,  Purchase  Agreement  for  Phase  III  Blocks 

99  Jackson  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Mr.  David  Towner    (415)  434-2000 

Scott  Shoaf,  Traffic  Engineer  C017656^  -  Consulted  on  Transportation 

Department  of  Public  Works 

Division  of  Traffic  Engineering 

460  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

(415)  558-3371 

Chief  Robert  E.  Rose  -  Consulted  on  #ire  Protection 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 

Division  of  Planning  and  Research 

260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

(415)  861-8000 


1/  California  Professional  Engineer's  License  Number 
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Officer  Robert  Bernardini  -  Consulted  on  Police  Protection 

San  Francisco  Police  Department 

Department  of  Planning  and  Research 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

(415)  553-1101 

Richard  Haughey  -  Consulted  on  Mountain  View  Landfill 
Department  of  Engineering 
City  of  Mountain  View 
Mountain  View,  CA 
(415)  967-7211 

Thomas  Matoff,  Transit  Planner  IV  -  Consulted  on  Transit  Impacts 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
(415)  558-5284 


CHAPTER  XII.    DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


Federal  Agencies 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Region  IX  ■  - 

100  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  OA;  94111 

Attn:  Ms.  Jean  Ci rci el lo,  Librarian 

HUD  -  Area  C 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  1600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Mr:  Steven  Sachs 
Program  Manager  , 

State  Agencies 

State  Attorney  General's  Office 
6000  State  Building 
350  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Ms.  Louise  Renne 

Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  Distri 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Mr.  Ralph  Mead 

Air  Resources  Board 
1709  Eleventh  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  95814 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

San  Francisco  Region 

1111  Jackson  Street,  Room  6040 

Oakland,  CA  94607 

Attn:  Mr.  Donald  Dalke 

Regional  Agencies 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Areawide  Clearinghouse  Plan 
Environmental  and  Project 

Review  Section 
Hotel  ctaremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 


Local  Agencies 

Office  of  Community  Development 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Mr.  James  P.  Jaquet,  Director 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Robert  C.  Levy,  Superintendent 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Mr.  Art  Evans,  Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 

440  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Eneas  Kane,  Executive  Director 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:  Mr.  James  J.  Finn 

Director  of  Transportation 

Human  Rights  Commission 

1095  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Mr.  Thomas  J.  Mellon 

Chief  Administrative  Officer 

289  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Department  of  Public  Works 

260  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  S.  M.  Tatarian,  Director 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Chief  Robert  E.  Rose 
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Real  Estate  Department 
450  McAllister  Street  ;>  '■: 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Mr.'  Wallace  Wortman 
Director  of  Property 

Groups  and  Individuals  : • 

Gol den  Gateway  Center,  IncV 
99  Jackson  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn':  Mr.  DaVid  Towner 

Embarcadero  Center-  '*:-'n* 

#2  Embarcadero  Center  ' 1 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Mr.  James  Bronkema 
Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  EeoTogy  Center 
13  Columbus  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


- 


Sierra  Club 

San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 
5608  College  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618  ^  • 


■ 


Friends  of  the  Earth  »" 
529  Commercial  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Ms.  Connie  Parrish 

SPUR 

126  Post  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Attn:  Mr.  Mike  McGill 

Mr.  Roger  Hurlbert 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

9  First  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105  - 


The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage  ; 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mr.  Robert  Berner 


San  Francisco  Beautiful 

120  Bush  Street  .'.  - 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

400  Montgomery  Street  :' 

San  Francisco,  tA  94104 

Self  Help  for  the  Elderly 
3  Old  Chinatown  Lane       r  ' 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108  .  rm;:^  r 
Attn:  Mr.  Alatt  Wong,  Director 

Coalition  for  Neighborhood  Facilities 

%Self  Help  for  the  Elderly 

3  Old  Chinatown  Lane      *  ••  . 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Attn:  Mr.  George  Ong  .     ;r  p 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

386  Chestnut  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133  ;r  '  * 

Attn:  Mr.  Robert  M.  Tibbits,  President 


Mr.  Dwight  Merriman' 

3200  Crocker  Plaza 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Chinese  for  Affirmative  Action  • 

669  Clay  Street;  #3F    •      rh3  -: 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111  •  ••  '  M 
Attn:  Mr.  Henry  Der 

Committee  for  Better  Parks  and ? 

Recreation  Facilities  for  Chinatown 
920  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Sister  Beverly  Karnatz 

Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce 
730  Sacramento  Street       •      •  5 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Chinatown  Coalition  for  Better  Housing 
920  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Mr.  Harry  Chuck 
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Chinese  American  Citizens  Alliance 
1044  Stockton  Street  --  T.) 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Mr.  Leonard  Louie,  President:. 

Ms.  Linda  Wong ,^    -,:  r.-y  ,-.+  « 
1548  Stockton  Street    •• .  •  <  i"  .^i 
San  Francisco,  CA;  94105      v  .. 

Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

P.    0.     BOX    5882    r;    ,,-.r«;i       .,=  ...,. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101.  -ah 


San  Francisco  Bay  Guardia 
1070  Bryant  Street  , 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:-  Mr,  Ken  McEldown§y 

San  .Franci  sco  Progress 
.8151  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Mr.  Dan  Borsuk 


Northern  California  Committee-' ; 

for  Environmental  Information 
P.  0.  Box'761  r 
Berkeley,  CA  94701  " 
Attn:  Mr.  Donald  Dahlsten 


San  Franci  sco  Exami  ner 

,110  fifth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn*  Mr  1  Don  Cantor 

KPIX';TV 
^•2655  Van  Ness  Avenue 
'    San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Libraries 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Civic1  Cen'ter  -  ";      < ' 
San  Franc  i  sco ,  CA  941 02  *» 
Attn:  Documents  Department 
Ms.  Karen  Scannell 
Chief  of  Branches  ;  •" 


Law- 


Hastings  College  of 
Library    '  ;  .  7 

198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,.  CA  94102 


Social  Science,  Business  and 
Ethnic  Studies  jHbrar/1  r  M 
Sari  Francisco  ^ater  University 
1600  Holloway  Avenue  ;  v  -  • 
San  Francisco,  CA  $4132 
Attn;  Ms.  Mi mi  Sayer 


KPOO 

•  P.  0;  Box  M008 
San  Francisco,  CA 

:    Environmental  News  Center 
-  L   KPFA-m  Radio  Station 
2207  Shattuck  Avenue 
:-  *v  Berkeley,  OA  . 

®*    KROM  TV;  toi 
'     tOQl  Van  Ness  Avenue 
i  '  San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KFRC  AM-fM  s":  *8 
415  Bush  Street 
- : ;    San  Franci sco ,  CA  941 08 


KGtf  Radio 

277  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


News  Media 


,  ,,<»*»£'. 


San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street  ••'*■ 
San  Francisco,  CA  941:03 
Attn:  Mr.  Dale  Champion  ^; 


t 


1' ;.' 


■ '  - 


hi 


12.  Page  54,  section  c:    Change  "containg"  to  "containing";  add  dashed 

.  «      line  through  "(160)"  ahd  "(600)"  to  indicate  deletions  in 
.  •  ''Plan. 

13.  •  Page- 57,  -  seventh  para,:    Change  "Alameda  County  transit"  to 
•i  "AJameda-Contra  Costa  County  (AC)  transit". 

14.  Page. 58;  last  para. 3    Change  "create  unsatisfied  parking  demand  in 

-  the  area"  to  "cause  shifts  in  present  parking  patterns  to 
other  lots  in  the  vicinity  or  to  a  change  in  the  mode  of 
■•■■>   travel"!;  delete  "v  however,". 
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LIST  OF  PERSONS,  ORGANIZATIONS  XUP.  PUBLIC  AGEMCIES  r ''• 
COMMENTING  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIR 

1.    Correspondence  "  ,  ;-r. 

/•4  ,  Oohni'HivMeKoy,  Director  of  Planning  and  Programming 

Assoc iajtlonsOf  Bay  Area  Governments 
. \  ;•**;.•  Hot-el  Claremont  .  ., ' 

1;     -  Berkeley,  CA  '94?05       ?-.'*V    " . - 
,  .    (letter  of  October'  :26v  1975)     > 0l- 
. '         ;     -fr.-  ".K,  L;  -■ ::,       :-  "    J  . 

f.  ;';.Pubiic'Hearirag  Of^OdtoBer  ^8,  1976 

.....         ri-  J.*.'-  ' 

'.\      1  '  ;..  "  «  «•  .j:^v  •  ;^  ; !'  ;:• . 

Linda  Wong  ...  .,.    ,,      ■       ;  :' 
1548  Stockton  Street-  -^,t!?; 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105     :  - 

Mr.  WiTTiam  Hason,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
...  •  ;    939  ETTIs  Street     ..  t^"^  "  '  • 
!  ft      Sari  rFranci  Sep CA  941 09:    •?  •      1 : 

Mr .  John  Holmes ,  Ci  tizens  for  RespoYis i  bl  e  De vel  opment 

Mr.  John  Jacobs,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  r 

Urban  Renewal  Association  '  ; 

126  Post  Street,     ••.  A  v:n  ." 

Sah  Francisco,  CA  94108   >$\    J^  '' 

•     i    Reverend  Harry,  Chucfei  Chinatown  *Co'al  i;t i  on 
.      ;     for  [tetter  Hpys  i  ng    •       : 1     '  **  '  '.' 
•^920  Sacramentp,;$treet  <r  ;  v>  > 
v  1  San  Francisco,  CA  94108  ^n^^^f* 

-  -  ;Mr ..Joseph  R.  .Perini  ^  Jr,y  Golden  Gateway  Center,  Inc 
:>    1  99  Jackson  Street IU:  ■'■  M';    '  1  '■' 

San  Francisco,;  CA  94111  i^im'^f^'^ 

Mr*  Rod  Friedman v  Fisher^Friedman  Associates 
--242  California  Street  ' 
&  ^  San  frarfdkcb^CA,  941,1.1.,:  :m 

-  fiV,-  *" A'-  •?  •••  -  ■•>  '  T'-tf  « *™  y-wiiw    w  - .  i-j  ..    -• ...  1      *  •• 

'«'•;    •  -^r.^Michagl  G.  Dptterwiech  .  '  * 

..•    1-    r2650  -  ^tst  %eet .  u^  r,; 
San  Fran¥i^scb>,  CAa 9411 ,0,  "!" 
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2.    Public  Hearing  Testimony 

There  was  testimony  from  several  members  and  representatives  of  the 
Chinatown  community  relative  to  the  need  to  use  the  affected  blocks 
to  solve  the  need  of  Chinatown  for  additional  housing,  and  parti- 
cularly low-  or  moderate- income  housing.    Other  speakers  responded 
to  those  comments,  or  spoke  generally  to  the  project  itself,  rather 
than  to  its  impacts. 

The  EIR,  on  pages  40  and  41,  in  Alternative  B,  Residential  Increase 
and  Commercial  Decrease,  and  Alternative  C,  Low-  and  Moderate-Income 
Housing,  addresses  the  housing  concerns  to  some  extent,  and  the 
former  alternative  has  already  had  additional  information  added  (see 
Response  1). 

The  Neighborhood  Concerns  portion  of  the  report,  Chapter  IV, 
Section  L,  has  the  following  paragraph  and  footnote  added  at  its 
conclusion  on  page  35,  to  set  forth  these  concerns: 

. 

"Several  members  and  representatives  of  the  Chinatown  community* 
commented  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  report  for  the 
proposed  redevelopment  plan  amendment  at  the  Planning  Commission 
hearing  on  October  28,  1976.    They  expressed  concern  that  the 
Golden  Gateway  Center  Portion,  Phase  III,  under  the  proposed 
amendment,  would  not  help  in  solving  Chinatown  housing  problems. 
The  amendment  as  proposed  would  not  require  or  be  likely  to  pro- 
vide low-  or  moderate-income  housing,  or  housing  approaching  the 
maximum  400  units  anticipated  by  the  amendment,  except  if  pro- 
vided by  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  as  stated  in 
Chapter  VII,  Sections  B  and  C,  and  further  by  letters  in 
Appendix  C." 

*Y.  B.  Leung;  Linda  Wong  and  Reverend  Harry  Chuck,  Chinatown 
Coalition  for  Better  Housing. 

The  alternative  concerning  low-  or  moderate-income  housing  has  been 
supplemented  by  the  addition  of  the  following  sentence,  with  footnote; 
"The  Redevelopment  Agency  believes  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require 
that  Golden  Gateway  Center,  Inc.,  devote  an  addition  portion  (in 
addition  to  public  open  space  already  provided)  of  the  development 
to  a  non-  or  low-revenue  producing  use  such  as  low-  or  moderate- income 
housing.* 

*See  Appendix  C,  Letters  Concerning  Economic  Feasibility  of  Increased 
Housing  and  Low-  and  Moderate- Income  Housing,  containing  correspond- 
ence involving  Arthur  F.  Evans,  Executive  Director  of  the  Redevelop- 
ment Agency,  and  Rai  Y.  Okamoto,  Director  of  Planning." 


CHAPTER  XIV.    CERTIFICATION  RESOLUTION 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION  NO.  7(502 

WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  September  24,  1976, 
has  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with 
EE76.263,  Proposed  Amendment  to  the  Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the 
Embarcadero-Lower  Market  Approved  Redevelopment  Project  E-l,  Golden  Gateway 
Center  Portion,  Phase  III,  to  reduce  height  from  25  stories  to  approximately 
8  stories  in  Phase  III  development,  reducing  dwelling  units  from  anticipated 
1300  to  4C0  and  providing  approximately  240,000  square  feet  of  general  com- 
mercial and  office  use  facilities,  on  the  property  described  as  follows: 

Blocks  generally  bounded  by  Broadway  and  Front,  Jackson 
and  Drumm  Streets,  exclusive  of  Walton  Square,  Assessor's 
Blocks  167,  186  and  171; 

and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft 
report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice 
and  requested  comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the 
general  public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearir 
on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  October  28,  1976,  which  meeting  wa 
continued  to  November  9,  1976,  at  which  opportunity  was  given  for  public  parti- 
cipation and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  November  9,  1976,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact 
report,  any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any 
additional  information  that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments 
that  raised  significant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as 
required  by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  November  9,  1976,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  pro- 
cedures through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the 
Secretary  for  Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby 
find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  November  9,  1976,  con- 
cerning F.E76.263,  Proposed  Amendment  to  the  Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the 
Embarcadero-Lower  Market  Approved  Redevelopment  Project  E-l,  Golden  Gateway 
Center  Portion,  Phase  III,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  does  hereby 
CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 

AND  EE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the  completi 
of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  environment. 
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CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


v 


Resolution  No.  7602 
Page  Two 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  November.  9,  1976.  .'* 


Lynn  £.  Pip 
Secretary 


AYES:  Commi ssi oners  Bierman,  Dearman,  Finn,  Lau,  Mellon,  Rosenblatt,  Starbu 

NOES:  None  ,         .  .  :,.    .  ,f.  ;v-  :«•. 

ABSENT:  None 

PASSED:  November  9,  1976 


;  :  to ,    ' .  • 
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APPENDIX  A 

REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN  AMENDMENTS 

Proposed  Amendments  to  Sec.  804  of  the  Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the 
..ErabarcaderoTLower.  Market  Approved  -  Redevel opment  #ro  j eet  Area  E-*l . 

SEC.  804  j    RESIDENTIAL  AREA.;;  -  Based  upon  the  standards  set  forth  below,  it  is 

estimated  that  2294 can  be  constructed. 

(a)  Residential  use  shall  be  the  only,  use  permitted  in  or  for  that  part 
of  the  Redevelopment  Area  indicated  in  the  Project  Area  Plan  for  such 
use,  except  that  within. such  residential  area,  below  the  floor  of  the 
lowest  story  intended  for  dwelling  purposes  and  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Agency-*  neighborhood-  shopping  facil i  ties  in  Blocks .198,  199,  and 
2Q0,  and  neighborhood  shopping,  general  commercial  and  office  use 
facilities  in  Blocks  167,  168,  and  171,  the  aggregate  gross  floor  area 
of  which  is  not  greater  than  ?§?999.  292,000  square  feet,  will  be 
permitted.    The  uses  permitted  within  such  neighborhood  shopping 
facilities  shall  be  in  the  nature  of  personal  service  establishments  or 
retail  business  which  supplies  new  commodities  or  offers  personal  services 
primarily  to  residents  in  the  Immediate  vicinity. 'Where  neighborhood 
shopping,  general  commercial  and  office  uses'  "are  developed  with  residential 
■uses,  residential :  shall  be: '^the  primary  use  and  shall' take  precedence  over 
other -permitted  uses  upon  development  to  the  &£tent .  that  the  Agency  and 
the  redeveloper  shall  find  such  precedence  td -  be --economically  feasible-. 

(b)  Residential  use  shall  consist  of  multi-family  residential  use  and  such 
community  facilities  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Agency  and  shall  be  subject 
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APPENDIX  B 


TRANSPORTATION  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

A.     Transportation  '  •  ' 

Residential  units  and  commercial  space  would  generate  darily  trips  involving 
San  Francisco,  Peninsula,  East  Bay  and  North  Bay  origins. or  destinations  (com- 
mercial space  has  been  evaluated  as  office  space).    Using  trip  generation  and 
other  data,  it  is  possible  to  estimate  trips  for  future  development  as  permitted 
under  the  redevelopment  plan  amendment,  and  to  distribute  those  trips  by  mode  of 
travel  and  by  general  origin  and  destination.. 

It  is  estimated  that  trips  (all  come  and  go)  would  be  generated  as 
follows: 

(1)  residential  would  generate  4.0  automobile, trips  per  unit  per 
day,  including. service,  and.  vf  si  tor  trips.  . 

2 

(2)  commercial  would  generate  2.5  trips  per  person  per  day. 

(3)  employees  related  to  the  Phase  III  residential  area  would 
decrease  from  45  to  20,  based  upon  experience  at  the 
Golden  Gateway  Center  Phases  I  and  II,  and  would  generate 

2.5  trips  per  person  per  day  (assumed  equivalent  to  commercial). 

It  is  estimated  that  employee  trip  origins  and  destinations  would  be  as 
follows: 3 

(1)    San  Francisco  -  62%    „  .  * 
(Southwest,  22%i  Northwest,  18%;  Northeast,  16%;  Southeast,  6%) 


]_/  Survey  by  John  Knachel  of  Golden  Gateway  Center  Staff,  for  Phases  I  and  II, 
May  1976,  as  per  memorandum  of  W.  Mason,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
September  16,  1976,  indicated  1.27  garage  entries  daily.    Doubling  this  gives 
2.54  total  trips,  which.,  when  expanded  by  50%  to  include  visitor  vehicular 
trips  and  non-garage  resident  vehicular  trips,  results  in  approximately  4.0 
vehicular  trips  daily,,  ... 

2/ -Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  Studies  in  light  Cities,  Center  City  Transporta- 
tion Project,  various  dates. 

3/  Transportation  Planning  Section,  Department  of  City  Planning,  from  works 
in  progress.  . 

4/  Extrapolated  from  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  Verba  Buena  Center, 
Public  Facilities  and  Private  Development,  URS  Research  Company  and  Arthur 
D.  Little,  Inc.,  Hay  1973,  page  V-G-13,  "Distribution  of  Movements  by 
Origin-Destination  and  Mode  of  Travel." 
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■  ■' ' :^  ■     '  -       .v,"      •     -  ■  , 


(2)  Peninsula  (San  Mateo  County  and  south)  -  17% 

(3)  East.Bay  -  13%    .   :  :  r       / ........ 


(4)    North  Bay  -  8% 


It  is  estimated  that  distribution  of  commercial  work  trips  by  mode  would 
be  as  follows:'  " 


jKiuo^  ->:-v  •».?«•,  k.  t-->*.,r-> 


(1)  San  Francisco:  transit,  57%;  automobile  drivers,  22^; Y! 
automobile  passengers,  7%;  walk,  12%;  other,  2% .  ' 

(2)  Peninsula:  transit,  19%;  autombile,  81%.  V  Xr  j 

•    ■   \       **  *■  ■  *•     1   "*  •    »       '2- I  -  .# 

(3)  East  Bay:  transit,  4^aj  automobile,  58%  "  "l- 

(4)  North  Bay:  transit,  .  26#;  automobile;,  74%         :  V. 

It  is  estimated  that  there  would;  be  1.3  persons  per  automobile,  derived  from 
the  above  statistic  that  of  San  Francisco  workers  commuting  to  the  central  busi- 
ness district,  22%  are  automobile  drivers  and  7%  are  automobile  passengers,-.  ■ 

On  the  basis  of  these  assumptions  »  the i  commercial  trip  generation  would 
increase  from  approximately  200  to.  3000  trips  per  day,  with  approximately  1350 
transit,  1350  automobile  (in  1050  automobiles)  and  250  walk" trips.    The  resi- 
dential vehicular  trip  generation  would  decrease  from,  approximately  5200  to  1600 
automobiles  per  day.  -  . 

1.  ■  Autompbile  ,  *  >•  '"■>  ■ 

Future  development  on  the,  affected  blocks  could  result  in  approximately 
2950  automobiles  on  the  streets  each  day*  compared  with  over  5200  under  the 
existing  plan.    The  peaking  factors  for  such  automobile  trips  are  estimated 
at  25%  for  the  one-hour  P.M.  peak  for  offices; and  1.3%  for  apartments3.  On 
this  ba.sis,  .there  would  be  approximately  470  automobiles  added  to  streets 
at  the  peak  hour,  compared  to.  dver  670- under  the  existing  plan^. 


1/  1970  Census  of  Population*  Journey  to  Work 


) !  -; 


2/  Detailed  calculations  are  available  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  for 
this  and  following  projections. 

3/  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  .of  Projects ,  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  Project,  June  1975,  Exhibit  IV  ''Recommended  Trip  Generation  Character- 
istics to  be  Used  for  Analysis."  1  - 


4/  25%  x  1050  +  13%  x  1600  -  470;  13%  x  5200  =  676,.  commercial  ignored. 
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Utilizing  the  origin/destination  assumptionss  it  is  estimated  that  33% 
of  the  traffic  would  be  distributed  north ,  using  Battery  and  Sansome 
Streets  as  major  arteries  and  Front  and  Davis  Streets  as  ancillary  roadways. 
Approximately  67%  of  traffic  would  use  Battery  and  Sansome  Streets  to  the 
south,  and  47%  would  use  Clay  and  Washington  Streets  to  and  from  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  ramps. 

Battery  and  Sansome  Streets  north  (33%)  would  have  approximately  900 
additional  automobiles  each  day,  with  160  at  the  peak  hour,  compared  with 
1760  and  220,  respectively,  under  the  present  plan. 

Battery  and  Sansome  Streets  south  (67%)  would  have  approximately  1800 
additional  automobiles  each  day,  with  320  at  the  peak  hour,  compared  with 
3500  and  440,  respectively,  under  the  existing  plan..         ■ -; 

Clay  and  Washington  Streets  (47%)  would  have  approximately  1300  addi- 
tional automobiles  each  day,  with  230  at  the  peak  hour,  compared  with  2600 
and  330,  respectively,  under  the.  existing  plan. 

This  compares  with  minimum  calculated  peak  hour  capacities  of  T300 
vehicles  on  the  Sanson ^/Battery  couple  north  of  Jackson  Street  (southerly 
boundary  of  Phase  III,  Golden  Gateway  Center  Portion);  1440  vehicles  on  the 
Sansome/Battery  couple  south  of  Jackson  Street;  and  2000  vehicles  on  the 
Clay/Washington  couple  with  the  freeway  ramps  J 

Traffic  counts  are  not  available  at  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for 
enough  blocks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  to  analyze  fully  the  effects 
of  the  additional  traffic  on  the  affected  streets.    However,  the  counts  that 
are  available  indicate  the  arterial  streets  in  this  area  as  at  or  near  the 
peak  hour  capacities. 2 

2.  Transit 

With  respect  to  transit,  the  commercial  facilities  would  generate  ap- 
proximately 1350  transit  trips  daily,  of  which  approximately  20%,  or  270, 
would  be  generated  at  peak  periods.3   Of  these,  not  all  would  use  the 
Municipal  Railway,  as  some  might  use  Golden  Gate  Transit  or  other  systems 
(BART,  Alameda-Contra  Costa  (AC).'  . 

Transit  use  would  be  concentrated  on  the  No.  32-Embarcadero  and  the 
No.  42-Third  Street,-  which  serve  the  vicinity  of  the  affected  blocks,  on 
The  Embarcadero  and  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets,  respectively.    Each  have 
been  evaluated  as  exceeding  suggested  capacity  standards  by  2%  during  the 
60-minute  A.M.  peak,  and  the  No.  32  by  5%  during  the  60-minute  P.M.  peak.4 
The  load  factors  for  these  lines  would  be  further  increased  by  the  up  to 

1/  See  figure  on  Traffic  Circulation,  Vicinity  of  Redevelopment  Project,  available 
at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

2/  Ibid. 

3/  San  Francisco  Muni  Transportation  Planning,  Operations  and  Marketing -Study, 
Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  Muni  On-Board  Survey  Results,  April  1976,  page  31. 

\J  Ibid.,  Milestone  Report  No.  1,  June  1975,  page  4-12.    Suggested  standard  for  the 
peak  60-minute  period  at  the  heaviest  load  point  was  a  load  factor  of  125,  or 
125%  of  the  seating  capacity. 
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270  passengers  at  peak  periods.    No  data  is  available  for  projecting  transit 
use  by  future  residents  of  the  affected  blocks,  but  it  is  expected  that  they 
wouJd  generally,  use  transit  in  directions  counter  to  the  peak  flow,  thus 
reducing  their  effect  upon, transit  loads.    Such  transit  use  would  be  reduced 
proportional  to  the  reduction  in  dwelling  units.  "'•"•—•«<• 

•It  has  been  recommended  that  the  No.  42  line  and  the  No.  19-P0lk  be 
merged  to  form  a  single,  circular  loop,  running  both  ways  J    If  this 
occurred,  transit  service  along  this  combined  route Would  be  improved,  due 
to  greater  linkages  with  other  transit  routes  and  the  provision  of  evening 
and  weekend  service.    Additionally,  the  Northern  Waterfront  Planning 
Advisory  Committee  has  recommended  a  Waterfront  surface  rail  transit  line2, 
which  would  supplant  the  No.  32  bus  and  upgrade  the  level  of  service. 

There  are  presently  80  short-term  visitor  and  guest  parking  spaces  on 
Block  171,  east  of  Walton  Square,  and  approximately  660  long-term  spaces  on 
Block  167,  north  of  Walton  Square,  for  a  total  of  approximately  740  spaces. 

It  is  possible  to  estimate  the  number  of  parking  spaces  that  could  be 
provided  in  future  development  on  the  affected  blocks,  if  one  assumed  that 
both  the  anticipated  number  of  dwelling  units  and  the  maximum  amount  of 
commercial  (office)  facilities  were  to  be  constructed.    Although  unlikely 
due  to  lot  coverage  and  height  considerations,  if  this  were  to  occur,  ap- 
proximately 630  parking  spaces  might  be  provided^,  less  than  the  number 
presently  on  site. 

This  reduction  in  parking  spaces «  coupled  with  development  on  the 
affected  blocks,  may  be  expected  to  cause  shifts  in  present  parking  patterns 
to  other  lots  in  the  vicinity  or  to  a  change  in  the  mode  of  travel .  .The 
blocks  are  not  indicated  for  parking  in  the' Transportation  Element. $ 

1/  Ibid. ,  Recommended  Plan  proposed  by  Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates. 

2/  Northern  Waterfront  Planning  Advisory  Committee,  Meeting  No.  7,  August  20,  1976. 

3/  Assumes  200  one-bedroom  units,  at  one'  space  for  two  units  (100),  200  two-or- 
more  bedroom  units,  at  three  for  four  (150),  and  190,000  square  feet  of  interior 
office  space  (80%  of  240,000  square  feet),  at  one  space  for  each  500  square  feet 
(380). 

4/  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  Department  of  City  Planning, 
April  1972,  "Transportation  Plan  for  Downtown  and  Vicinity." 
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B.      Air  Quality  =   ;r     V  b"i  i^-g 

"    ~Tr-    ..    \     '  :-  ^  ;     -y.  ■  •  ■  ' 

"'i'  ..Vehicular  trips  would  generate  the  largest  amount  pf.  emi  ssions  due  to 
development  on  the.  affected,-  blocks;  the'  poll  utant  of  primary,  concern  woul  d  be 
carbon  monoxide*  duetto  the; local i 2ed  concentrations  that  coul d  result.  Using 
trip  generation  and  distribution  data  as  developed  in  the  preceding  section,  and 
recommended  methodology  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District1 ,  it  is 
possible  to  project  Carbon  monoxide  emissions,  due  to  automotive  trips  generated  by 
future  devel opmenfr  on"  the  affected  blocks.;  .  > 

.Using  standard  peaking  factors2,"  the  amended  redevelopment  plan  and  the 
existing  plan  would  produce  automotive  trips  as; follows:  amended  -  2650  daily, 
1430  8-hour,  470  hourly;  existing  ^  5270  daily,  2640  8-hour,  690  hourly. 

It  is  estimated  that  carbon  monoxide  emissions  would  be  generated  at  maximum 
concentrations  as  indicated  as  follows  (in  micrograms  per  cubic  meter,  Mg/m3)3, 
for  design  year  1978:  .  v 

Averaging, Time      Regional     1/2  Km.  radius   Battery/ Sansome 

Amended  Plan  1-hour  0.0000003  155  1065 


8-hour  .0.0000002        ;         88  126 

Existing  Plan  1-hour         -  0; 0000005  ,     293  1464 

.>   .  .'  _  .:  8-hour  0.0000004  167  233 

Difference  l-hour     I  -  -0 .'-0000002  .  -138        :  -399 

'   8-hour  -0.0000002       ;        -79  .  -107 

This  compares  with  1-hour  and  8- hour  air  quality  standards  of  40,000  and 
10,000  Hg/nP,  respectively.    The  Golden  Gateway  Center  apartments  are  the  nearest 
sensitive  receptors  and,  at  their  nearest  point  to  the  most  heavily  used  roadway 
link  (Battery. Street),  would  be  exposed  to  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  as 
follows  (in  Mg/m3):  , .  1-  - 

Averaging  Time  Concentration  -•. 

Amended  Plan  1-hour  •        ■  ■■-'>"  586 

3  - :  '     8-hour  67 

_      -  .    •          i4  <  -a.             ■  •-;  -    •     v  jj  '     :*f             ."  •'    .   -    '»};           C  -*  '"";*  *  t>,.«<r-          *•  -  :  \r 

... 

Existing  Plan                             T-toour  805  . 

■■L     ^                           8-hour  :  <  123 

Difference         ;  ••'   .  1-hour  -        ofci        :~      t£19       •-•  - 

:  v  ;v: v-v  rv<    ;  C-hour  :  '      -56  "/ . 

V  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis,  of -Projects,  Bay  Area.  Air  . 
Pollution  Contro,!.  District*  Oune  -1975. 

2/  Ibid.  ,  Exhibit  U  Recommended  Trip  Generation  Characteristics  to  be 
Used  for  Analysis. 

3/  Ibid.,  Computation  Sheets  2,  3  and  4.    Available  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning. 
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These  projections  compare  with  mean  high-hour  carbon  monoxide  concentrations 
measured  at  Ellis  Street  and  Van  fi^ss  Avenue  ranging  from  3.3  to  7.2  parts  per 
million,  or  from  3700  to  8200  l\q/^.  1    These  concentrations  'would  convert,  on  an 
8-hour  basis,  to  from  1295  to  2370  Mg/~3.2        concentration  readings  are  avail- 
able for  the  specific  area  in  question,  but  it  is  assumed  that  the  cited  measure- 
ments would  be  generally  equivalent. 

The  carbon  monoxide  emissions  from  future  development  would  add  to  existing 
carbon  monoxide  levels,  but  on  the  basis  of  the  above  projections  and  assumptions, 
new  emissions  at  their  maximum  would  represent  approximately  29%  of  present  low 
levels.3    This  would  represent  a  reduction  from  the  402  anticipated  under  the 
present  plan. 


]_/  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District:.  Technical  Services  Division, 

Contaminant  and  Heather  Survey,  April  1975  and  January  1 976.  The  two  months 
were  relatively  low  and  high  months,  respectively. 

2/  Guidelines,  op.  cit.,  p.  A33  Averaging  time  conversion  factors. 

3/  Battery  and  San  some  Streets,  at  1065  Mg/-3,  compared  to  3~::  it  Ellis 

Street  and  Var  'ess  :  3nue3  for  amended  plan,  for  existing  plan,  1464  cos- 
pared  to  3700. 


■-  •.  '  - 

•       '  .  •       -       _     •■       V       •  .      .  .     .         •  ■ 

'  ■  -        -  •  ■  • 
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APPENDIX  C 

LETTERS  CONCERNING  ECONOMIC  FEASIBILITY 
OF  INCREASED  HOUSING  AND  LOW-  OR  MODERATE- INCOME  HOUSING 
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QCNCRAL    PAHT NCnO 
PERlNI  LAND  AND   DEVELOPMENT  COMPANV 
ALCOA  PROPEPTIF.S,  INC. 

PARAMOUNT  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATES,  INC- 
ALLAN   R. CARPtNTER , JR. 


May  14,  1976 


■  • 


Mr.   George  A.  Williams 
Department  of  City  Planning 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,   California  94102 

Dear  Mr,  Williams: 


You  will  recall  our  meeting  on  May  3,    1976,   in  the  offices  of 
Fisher-Friedman  Associates  and  our  general  discussion  of  the 
proposed  design  for  Golden  Gateway  Center  Phase  III.     At  the 
close  of  that  meeting  you  requested  information  relative  to  our  . 
assertion  that  a  higher  density  mid- rise  development  had  shown 
itself  to  be  economically  unworkable  at  the  present  time. 

Enclosed  herewith  are  updated  sketch  representations  of  three 
different  design  concepts  which  would  provide  from  400  to  450 
dwelling  units  in  the  completed  Phase  III  project.     Although  we 
had  made  economic  studies  of  these  concepts  in  the  past,  we  have 
recently  updated  these  analyses  in  order  to  give  you  a  more  timely 
response  to  your  request; 

Due  to  the  building  efficiency  (100%)  and  our  assumed  ability  to 
construct  it  on  a  mat  foundation  as  opposed  to  pilings,   the  134 
unit  plan  is  obviously  the  most  economical  in  terms  of  cost  per 
marketable  square  foot  or  dwelling  unit.      Based  on  current  rates 
for  comparable  units  in  Golden  Gateway  Center  increased  by  a  sur- 
charge of  $50.  00  per  dwelling  unit  (average)  which  we  feel  would 
be  supported  by  the  more  modern  design,   appliances,  fixtures, 
etc.  ,  we  can  forecast  an  achievable  market  rate  of  $.  55  per  square 
foot  per  month  on  a  "today"  basis.     Our  analysis  of  the  project  on 
that  basis  produces  a  return  well  below  that  which  would  be  accept- 
able to  any  lending  -institution  and  below  a  level  acceptable  to  the 
Redeveloper  if  no  outside  financing  were  utilized. 
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Viewed  from  another  standpoint,    if  the  development  were  to  yield 
the  minimum  return  acceptable  to  the  most  adventurous  lending 
institution,    the  average  rental  rate  would  have  to  be  $.71  per  square 
foot  per  month  at  100%  occupancy,    also  on  a  "today"  (untrended) 
basis,   neither  condition  being  realistic  or  acceptable  to  lenders. 
Further,   this  rate,    in  our  opinion,    could  not  be  achieved  within  the 
time  restraints  applicable  to  this  project,    nor  under  any  conceivable 
relaxations  that  might  be  available  to  the  Redeveloper. 

As  the  sketches  show,   we  have  retained  the  commercial  office  space 
concept  in  this  mid- rise  study,    simply  because  it  contributes  so 
significantly  toward  the  economics  of  an  "open  space"  residential 
development  which  also  must  be  assumed  cannot  incorporate  high- 
rise  towers.   


If  further  information  is  desired,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact 
the  writer. 

Yours  very  truly, 


David  W.  Towner 
General  Manager 

DWT.  ds 
Enclosures 

cc:     J.  R.    Perini,    Jr. « 
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June  1,  1976 


Mr.  George  A.  Williams 
Department  of  City  Planning 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Williams: 


•  > 


This  will  reply  to  your  letter  of  May  21,  1976,  requesting 
further  information  relative  to  the  economic  feasibility  of 
our  low-density  proposal  vs.   a  mid-rise,  higher  density  design. 

... 

Except  for  the  extra  (basement)   parking  level  in  the  mid- rise 
scheme,   the  foundation  and  podium  cost/revenue  relationships 
are  similar  in  both  schemes.     Although  that  (basement  parking) 
element  has  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  mid- rise  plan, 
its  influence  is  relatively  minor  compared  to  certain  aspects 
of  the  cost/revenue  relationships  of  the  two  residential  portions, 

Taken  by  itself,  the  podium  structure  would  amortize  its  cost 
and  yield  a  return  in  the  3%  to  6%  range  depending  on  whether 
the  basement  level  were  included,  and  on  several  other  variables, 
principally  average  office  rents  and  occupancy,   tenant  improve- 
ment costs,   tax  rates,  utilities  and  labor  costs. 

The  basic  challenge  then,  is  to  produce  a  residential  complex 
on  this  podium  that  can  generate  sufficient  revenue  to  raise 
the  return  for  the  entire  development  to  a  level  which  the  lender 
and  Redeveloper  can  reasonably  feel  justifies  the  risk  involved. 
This  does  not  unfairly  burden  the  residential  portion  since  the 
podium  at  this  point  provides  foundation,  parking  and  building 
site  for  the  dwelling  units. 

From  this  point  on  the  reality  of  the  problem  is  fairly  easy  to 
state:     Today's  rental-apartment  lessee  is  not  willing  to  pay 
enough  rent  to  underwrite  today's  development  costs,  whereas  the 
townhouse- style  condominium  buyer  is.     That's  a  broad  statement 
and  hence  can  easily  be  argued  either  way.    Let's  break  it  down 
a  little. 

Let's  assume  a  $35 .00/sq. f t .  hard  cost  of  construction  on  our 
podium  for  either  mid-rise  rental  or  townhouse  condominium. 
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June  1,  1976 


■ 


Incidental  to  this  point  is  that,  both  nationally  and  locally, 
condominium  buyers  are  reported  to  be  increasingly  resistant  to 
the  dense,  apartment- style  condominium; . hence  our  choice  of  the 
lower  density  townhouse  design. 

Now  multiply  that  hard  cost  by  whatever  reasonable  factor  you 
wish,  to  arrive  at  total  development  cost  plus  holding  costs 
up  to  the  time  of  lease  or  s'ale  .    A  widely  used  rule- of- thumb 
is  that  the  total  cost  is  at  least  twice  the  hard  cost.  We 
trust  that  you  will  arrive  at  the  same  result  that  we  do,  namely, 
that  the  total  cost  is  unrecoverable  at  current  rental  market 
rates,  but  could  be  recovered  with  a .  reasonable,  but  not  exces- 
sive, profit  margin  by  a  sale- as- condominium  under  current  market 
conditions .    We  do  not  see  this  as  a  peculiar  situation  but  as  a 
reflection  of  economic  reality  from  the  buyer's  and  the  lessee's 
standpoint. 

A  factor  which  undeniably  aggravates  the  problem  from  the  view- 
point of  the  developer  or  lending  institution  is  the  increasing 
possibility  of  rent  control. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  the  foregoing  does  not  answer  in  detail 
the  questions  raised  in  your:  May  21st  letter,  Mr.  Williams.  We 
feel  that  to  go  into  specific  details  would  only  serve  to  confuse 
rather  than  clarify  the  principal  issue  which  is  one  of  basic 
economics.    Any  analysis  using  currently  accepted  general  costinc 
methods  will  show  within  a  few  percentage  points  the  unfavorable 
economics  of  a  mid-rise  rental  development  in  this  instance.. 

If  you  wish  to  discuss  any  aspect  of  the  foregoing  further, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Yours  yery  truly, 

) 


.    '•  .  •  -      •  •  - 

.-.   -•.    ■    [■ '   -  ■" 

DWT:pf  : 

cc:    Mr.  Joseph  R.  Perini,  Jr 


David  W.  Towner 
General  Manager 
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GEOPGS  R.  MOSCONE,  Ma.. 

Walter  ?.  Kap'.an,  Chairman 
SUntoy  E.  Jensen,  Vice  C*ia 
jo*  Mos'ey 
James  A.  S^va 
Francis  J.  Soivn 

(415}  771-8800 


October  28,  1975 


R£FER  TO" 


101-30276-151 


Mr.  Rai  Okamoto,  Director'. 
Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francesco,  CA  94102 


■ 


RECEIVED 


f    -.-  o 


CI.'Y  &  GLHi.vtY  OFS.?. 


Dear  Mr^^^ImfEo: 

Mr.  Passmore  and  Mr.  Bash  of  your  staff  have  given  us  their  suggested  revision 
of  the  Golden  Gateway  Redevelopment  Plan  amendment  which  the  Agency  has  re- 
commended to  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 

Some  of  the  suggested  revisions  are,  I  believe,  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  that 
if  the  project  area  is  reclassified  to  PR,  provisions  of  the  redevelopment  plan 
regulating  yards,  open  space  and  parking,  and  similar  development  controls,  will 
be  in  sufficient  detail  that  the  redevelopment  plan  will  stand  on  its  own  as 
the  source  of  zoning  controls.  'We  are  in  accord  with  this  objective,  and  we 
will  continue  to  work  with  your  staff  to  this  end. 

Unfortunately,  time  does  not  permit  us  to  respond  to  your  staff  with  a  complete 
analysis  prior  to  your  Commission  action.    However,  there  should  be  time  to 
work  out  the  details  for  submission  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.    If  this  is  not 
possible,  we  would  be  supportive  of  a  separate  redevelopment  plan  amendment  to 
meet  the  issues  your  staff  has  raised. 

As  we  discussed  in  your  office  yesterday,  I  am  transmitting  to  you  a  copy  of  my 
letter  to  Mr.  David  Towner,  General  Manager  of  Golden  Gateway  Center,  concerning 
two  of  the  three  remaining  blocks.    As  stated  therein,  our  position  is  that 
prior  to  design  of  the  two  final  blocks,  an  economic  analysis  will  be  conducted 
by  an  independent  party  who  is  mutually  acceptable  to  the  developer,  the  Planning 
Department,  and  the  Agency  to  determine  if  mid-rise  residential  development  is 
economically  feasible.    If  it  is  economically  feasible  and  the  developer  refuses 
to  proceed,  we  will  be  forced  to  select  an  alternative  developer.    This  is  un- 
likely, however,  because  the  developer  has  consistently  indicated  that  if  mid- 
rise  is  economically  feasible,  Golden  Gateway  will  build  it. 
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However,  in  the  event  that  a  new  developer  is  required  for  the  last  two  blocks, 
we  are  supportive  and  will 'work  toward  including  a  portion  of  the  development 
for  socially-oriented  housing. 

As  we  discussed  yesterday,  I  believe  that  this  administrative  approach  is  superi 
to  including  more  elaborate  language  in  the  redevelopment  plan  than  previously 
proposed  concerning  economic  analysis  and  provision  of  low  and  moderate  income 
housing. 


Executive  Director 

Enclosure 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  100  lARKIN  STREET  -  SAN  rRANCbCO.  CALIFORNIA  9 
■  - ,i  5  (415)  558-4556 


osqwsj  nvs d  2  November  1976 


Mr.  Arthur  F.  Evans,  Executive  Director 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Ret  Proposed  Amendment  to  the  Official  Redevelopment  Plan 
for  the  Embarca,dero-Lqwer  Market  Approved  Redevelopme 
Project  E-l,  Golden  Gateway  Center  Portion,  Phase  III 


Dear  Mr.  Evans: 


- 


As  you  are  no  doubt  aware,  the  City  Planning  Commission  continued  the  public 
hearing  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  report  and  the  public  meeting  on  the  Maste 
Plan  review  of  the  subject  proposal  frpm  October  28=,  1976,  ,to  November  9,  1976, 

The  continuation  was  based  primarily  on  public  testimony1  related  to  the  matter 
inclusion  of  a  percentage  of  low-  or  moderate-income  housing  on  the  affected  blocks, 
which  the  Commission  believed  should  be  explored  during  the  intervening  period  by  i\ 
interested  community  groups,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  this  Department.  The 
Planning  Commission  also  desired  that  your  Commission  specifically  be  made  aware  of 
the  issues  raised  at  the  hearing  of  October  28,  1976,  at  their  meeting  on  November  < 
1976.   To  facilitate  this,  additional  copies  of  this  letter  are  enclosed  for  distrif 

In  order  for  this  Department  to  respond  further  to  the  wishes  of  the  Planning 
Commission,  and  to  revise  ihe  draft  environmental  impact  report  to  provide  a  fuller 
discussion  of  this  issue. of  economic  integration  of  the  development,  we  request  the 
following  information  from  you,  to  supplement  earlier  discussions  on  these  matters: 

1.  A  comparison  of  the  amount  of  public  subsidy  per  unit  required  to 
provide  low-  or  moderate-income  housing  in  Golden  Gateway  Center 
Phase  III  versus  that  required  at  the  Stockton/Sacramento  housing 
site.   This  should  include  estimates  of  the  cost  of  land  with  a 
stable  building  platform  for  low-  or  mid-rise  residential  develop- 
ment in  Phase  III  {taking  into  account  the  subsidy  derived  from 
commercial  development  in  the  podium).   This  should  also  include 
estimates  of  the  costs  involved  if  the  podium  concept  in  Phase  III 
were  abandoned. 

2.  A  detailing  of  the  contractual  obligations  of  the  City  and  the 
Agency  that  are  outstanding  for  Phase  III,  with  respect  both  to 
the  redeveloper  and  to  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development. 

3.  The  posture  of  the  Redevelopment  Agsncy,  in  the  event  of  a  future 
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condominium  subdivision  of  the  affected  blocks,  with  respect  to 
the  requirement  of  Section  1341  of  the  City's  Subdivision  Code, 
which  states  that  in  projects  of  fifty  or  more  units,  the  sub- 
divider  shall  make  available  ten  percent  of  the  units  for  low- 
or  moderate-income  occupancy  provided  that  the  City  Planning 
Commission  finds  that  governmental  subsidies  for  such  occupancy 
are  available  to  the  subdivider. 

4.  Any  material  on  file  at  the  Agency  that  relates  to  the  feasibility 
of  the  townhouses  or  alternative  proposals  for  the  affected 
blocks. 

5.  An  explanation  of  the  prerogatives  of  the.  developer  under  the 
existing  redevelopment  plan,  and  the  duration  of  those  pre- 
rogatives. 

Finally,  we  wish  to  clarify  whether  the  economic  analysis  you  described  in  para 
aph  four  of  your  letter  of  October  28,  1975  (attached),  would  include  an  analysis 
•  the  feasibility  of  economic  integration  of  the  development  (e.g.,  socially- 
iented  housing)  as  described  in  your  last  sentence  of  that  paragraph. 

We  would  appreciate  a  response  by  Thursday  of  this  week,  in  order  that  we  may 
ransmit  the  desired  information  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  review  prior 
o  the  November  9,  1976,  hearing  date. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Rai  Y.  Okamoto 
Director  of  Planning  ... 


ttachment 

c:    Golden  Gateway  Center,  Inc. 
Attn:   Mr.  David  Towner 

Mr.  William  Mason 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

Ms.  Linda  Wong 
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FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 


JOSEPH  L  ALIOTO,  May. 

Walter  F.  Kapian,  Chalrm 
Francis  J.  SolvJn,  VJca  Cr 
Stanley  E.  Jensen 

Jo©  Mostey 

James  A.  Sifva 

(41S)  771-6300 


REFER  K>: 


Noveraer  5,  1976  101-31576-151 


-   i      *  > 

i 

Mr.  Rat  Okamoto,  Director  ^ 
Department  of  City  Planning 

10^nCOStrLtf  FranCiSC0 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Rai : 


■ 


$&E^£»d£&®  oriented  housing  i„  !' 

matter  was  brought  to  their  MtoittS  li  f£  to  ^e  Members  and  the 

with  members  of  the  CljiriawSSLf  *5Vn?e*f.n0  0,5  ««t  date.   I  also  met 
morning  of  November  2.  Coaliti0n  and  Koira  So  of  your  staff  on  the9 

Xn'o^ple1?Laed  housing  in  the  Golden  Gateway  is  not  an 

actions  bea?  on  Ihe  issSe   \eHnie^n°r"C  Previous  evenls  and 

(now  Golden  Gateway  Centlr)  executed  2he  d?^nC?t-SSic1ates>  a  "mited  partnership 
Project  on  August  27,  1962  disposition  agreement  to  develop  the  P 

m  WimmS^Miti^fl^^    SinceVthenP  the 
spaces  and  works  of  art  that  are  nvnd-JfS  *  al  and  planning  awards  for  the  ooen 
The  project  has  an  underlying  public  ~»  nS*  """H*  of  #  WWW  public, 
developments,  that  is,  praffiKfS  n0rraa11y  ass°<=1ated  with  private 
by  the  private  developer  but  avaiils?*  I   <.0pan  ?Paces  constructed  and  maintained 
example,  which  occupy*  £  mvlitl  b \tk°  ?V*»e.   Sydney  Walton  Square  for 
improvements.    It  is 'maintained  g  .Go?den  ^        {?5O'0M  for 

dtt^Sfopment  ^^tSSu^T.^^^^      the  resi- 
and  specifications  for  the  remain  na  K  spPr?x1mat^  »  million  for  plans 

rlfl%Vht  t0  Prwe"t  comp  et  ofl  0Sf  o?e1^  TtlT^"  la*s«^ " 

reflected  community  desires  for  M J; ?  cti   The?f  lawsuits,  in  part 
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In  January,  1973,  the  Planning  Ccmmis si cn,  and  in  July,  1974,  Mayor  Alioto  and 
various  supervisors,  including  the  then  President  of  the  Board,  requested  the 
Agency  to  abandon  the  previously  approved  design  and  develop  the  property  in  a 
low-rise  manner,    (See  attached  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6947  and 
Mayor  Alioto's  letter  dated  July  11,  1974.)    In  response,  the  Agency  officially 
requested  Golden  Gateway,  Inc.,  to  undertake  design  studies  to  see  if  a  feasibly 
low-rise  solution  could  be  developed  while  retaining  the  public  open  spaces 
characteristic  of  the  completed  phases.    Golden  Gateway  complied  with  this 
request  and  undertook  at  its  expense  architectural  and  feasibility  studies  and 
concluded  that  a  low-rise  solution  would  be  feasible  if  the  lower  two  floors  were 
devoted  to  commercial  uses  with  residential  condominiums  above, 

.The  Redevelopment  Agency  then  initiated  a  plan  change,  lowering  the  permitted 
height  limit  to  84'  and  increasing  the  amount  of  permitted  commercial  space  from 
75,000  sq.  ft.  to  292,000  sq.  ft.    Both  of  these  chances  are  consistent  with  the 
immediately  adjacent  Jackson  Square  area.   The  Agency,  by  its  Resolution  227-75, 
adopted  March  23,  1976,  approved  an  amendment  to  the  disposition  agreement  with 
the  developer  to  incorporate  low-rise  development  in  lieu  of  the  previously 
approved  design. 

The  purpose  of  reciting  this  past  history  is  that  at  this  date  I  believe  it  is 
unreasonable  to  make  another  demand  on  Golden  Gateway  Center,  i.e.,  to  devote  an 
additional  portion  of  the  development  to  non-revenue  producing  or  extremely  low- 
revenue  producing  uses.   This  position  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  ap- 
propriateness or  need  for  low  and  moderate  income  housing.   As  mentioned  in  my 
previous  letter  to  you,  if  it  were  not  for  the  past  events  our  position  would  be 
different. 

The  following  are  the  answers  to  the  questions  raised  in  your  letter:  . 

1.    It  is  impossible  in  the  short  time  available  to  provide  you  with  a  definitive 
answer.    However,  as  a  partial  and  somewhat  generalized  answer,  the  Stockton/ 
Sacramento  project  is  barely  feasible  at  this  time  and  will  require  federal 
subsidies  on  the  order  of  $450,000  annually  in  addition  to  local  real  estate 
tax  abatement. 

We  have  no  cost  figures  for  subsidized  housing  in  the  Golden  Gateway.  Koweve 
development  will  be  more  expensive  than  in  the  Stockton/Sacramento  project 
because  of  adverse  soils  conditions,  higher  land  costs,  fire  zone  requirement 
and  an  84'  height  limit.    (Stockton/Sacramento  has  a  160*  height  limit  and 
is  not  in  a  fire  zone.) 

No  one  knows  at  this  time  what  new  housing  programs  will  be  initiated  under 
the  Carter  administration.    However,  under  present  or  future  programs,  the 
feasibility  of  subsidized  family  housing  in  the  Golden  Gateway  is  highly 
improbable.    The  only  possibility  would  be  housing  for  the  elderly.  Feasi- 
bility under  existing  programs  might  be  possible  if  parking  requirements 
were  minimized  and  if  public  open  space  requirements  and  the  fire  zone 
designation  were  waived. 
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2.  Golden  Gateway  Center  has  a  disposition  agreement  with  the  Agency  dated 
August  27,  1962.    By  amendment  authorized  in  March,  1976,  the  developer  is 
obligated  to  develop  the  last  three  blocks  within  an  84*  height  limit.  The 
plans  are  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Agency.    The  first  block  (bounded 
by  Davis,  Jackson,  Drumm  and  Pacific  Streets)  has  been  approved.   The  last 
two  blocks  will  require  an  economic  analysis  to  be  conducted  to  determine 
if  a  higher  number  of  residential  units  is  feasible  (today  it  is  conceded 
that  such  development  is  not  feasible).    If  a  higher  level  of  density  is  not 
feasible,  Golden  Gateway  will  be  permitted  to  proceed  as  per  the  first  block. 

The  Agency  also  has  a  contractual  obligation  for  the  entire  redevelopment 
project  with  HUD  and  has  outstanding  $3,395,000  in  federally  insured  notes  on 
the  project. 

3.  There  is  no  federal,  state  or  local  subsidy  program  that  vyould  be  applicable 
to  condominium  units  at  the  cost  contemplated  in  this  development, 

4.  We  do  not  have  economic  feasibility  material  directly  related  to  this  project. 
However,  economic  analyses  done  for  housing  alternatives  in  Yerba  Buena  Center 
and  our  experience  with  current  cost  problems  in  Hunters  Point  and  Western 
Addition  provide  a  basis  to  judge  issues  of  feasibility. 

5.  The  answer  is  provided  in  No.  2  above. 

6.  The  economic  feasibility  analysis  for  the  final  two  blocks  that  has  been 
discussed  with  the  developer  does  not  contemplate  socially  oriented  housing. 

In  conclusion,  when  this  matter  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Agency  Members 
their  response  was  one  of  sympathy  but,  recognizing  past  events,  a  feeling  of. 
commitment  to  past  obligations.   The  Members  also  requested  that  an  Agency  meetim 
be  set  aside  in  the  near  future  to  meet  with  the  Chinatown  Coalition  to-  discuss 
what  the  Agency  could  do  in  assisting  in  obtaining  other  sites  in  or  near 


Chinatown. 


Arthur  F.  Evans 
Executive  Director 


Attachments 


cc:   David  W.  Towner 

Chinatown  Coalition 
Attn:   Ms.  Linda  Wang 
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